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 ABSTRACT  
 
This study aimed to understand, compare and describe details about U.S children 
and Taiwanese children's visual image reading. The researcher interviewed thirty children 
ages 8 to 10 in the state of Arizona and Taiwan. The researcher employed quantitative and 
qualitative methods to analyze the data. The analysis using these two methods provided 
different ways of comprehending the data. The results showed that the two groups of 
children's image reading did not have statistically significant differences in most 
categories; but there were demonstrable trends and viewpoints employed when both 
groups of children explained the details of the images.  
First, the children expressed what they saw in the images in six ways. The U.S. 
children were more able to describe contexts with self-experiences/opinions and/or 
associations than the Taiwanese children. Second, when interpreting the meanings, the 
Taiwanese children understood the concepts of the images better than the U.S. group. The 
U.S. children were more critical and expressed self-opinions/associations more. Third, 
when asked preferences, the U.S. children paid more attention to identify their favorites 
and express feeling the images brought to them. The Taiwanese children cared more 
about style and form. Fourth, when judging the images, the U.S. children emphasized the 
artist's devotion to creating while Taiwanese children considered the form, composition, 
colors, structure, design, and composition. The results also indicated that the children 
decided their preferences and their judgments of artworks might be based on multiple 
viewpoints instead of a single one, especially for the Taiwanese children. Some cultural 
differences between the two groups of children and their image readings were presented, 
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When I used to teach art classes in elementary schools in Taiwan, some children 
found it is difficult to compose artwork. It appeared that they did not have any idea where 
to begin a piece of art. Some children described figures from cartoons, referred to 
pictures from books and then pieced images together arbitrarily. As a former art teacher, I 
felt the goal of art education has not put enough emphasis on students’ expressions and 
interpretations; instead, we teach concepts and skills, and then expect students to achieve 
their goals. According to Wilson’s (1997, p.3) statement: “The one big goal for art 
education is for students to connect the idea-filled works of art they create to the artworks 
of others whose meaning students interpret.” Students’ art-pervaded knowledge, insights 
and understanding are important to art education. Hence, this research regards realizing 
children’s response, understanding and prior knowledge as an important matter to study 
in order to help art teachers prepare their curricula.  
The ability of reading visual images is taking its crucial place since we all live in a 
visual and high tech world that depends on images and the tacit language of images. By 
the same token, Duncum (2001) mentioned that a shift in art education from studying the 
art of the institutional artworld to visual culture. Duncum considered this shift in light of 
contemporary cultural life, which is becoming more and more visualized. Thus, 
integrating the elements of visual images into art curriculum sincerely helps students’ 
thinking and reflection besides simply learning art skills.  
As the development of high technology, visual images have been transmitted 
across countries and brought people under a multicultural environment. Meanwhile, 
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understanding children’s visual images reading and giving instruction of respecting 
diverse cultures should be taken seriously as well. As Eisner (2002) mentioned, and has 
been advocated by the National Art Education Association (n.d.) as 10 Lessons the Arts 
Teach in its website— “The arts celebrate multiple perspectives: one of the large lessons 
is that there are many ways to see and interpret the world.” Eisner’s idea further supports 
the significance of my research.  
Eisner (1990, p. 28) defined that “cross-cultural studies” are “efforts made by the 
researcher to compare or contrast ideas or practice in more than one culture.” That is to 
say, except for having access to a culture other than the researcher’s own, the researcher 
address parallels or contrasts of the data between two cultures, not only go into the 
culture and collect data (Eisner, 1990). I am living and traveling between these two 
countries, and I am familiar with the two cultures. Finding many cultural differences 
between two cultures while preparing curricula has been one of the motives of 
conducting this study. My study adopts comparative analysis between the U.S. and 
Taiwanese children regarding their visual interpretation and understanding. Hopefully, the 
research results will help art educators prepare multicultural and visual arts curricula. 
 
The Statement of the Problem (Studies that Have Addressed the Problem) 
Do children’s culture and environment function as the primarily influence of their 
artistic development, or is it influenced more by their cognitive development? Do 
different cultural groups of children at the same age have similar artistic development? 
Or is their artistic performance mainly influenced by culture and environment? Some 
researchers believe that children’s development is primarily a reflection of their culture 
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and environment; however, some scholars asserted that children’s psychological 
development is the key point to decide their performance.  
Many studies pointed out social and cultural influences upon children’s artistic 
development (Freedman, 1997). Gardner (1991) mentioned that children tend to reflect 
fewer socializing conditions in their preschool drawings than the drawings they do in 
kindergarten and later. In other words, social, cultural, and environmental influences 
occurred when children enter school. Although Brittain (1990) found cultural 
differences play a secondary role in young children’s early drawing development, he and 
Dennis (1996) both pointed out that cultural differences appeared in older children's 
drawings when they were exposed to more environmental influences.   
 Moreover, some research made comparisons between two cultures regarding 
children’s drawings. LaVoy, Pedersen, Reitz, Brauch, Luxenberg and Nofsinger (2001) 
analyzed Japanese children and American children’s drawings. They found that 
children’s drawings are reflective of their culture since Japanese children drew 
significantly fewer smiles, a higher number of details and larger figures. They 
elaborated on research findings within cultural differences, such as: public emotion, 
attention to detail and the social evaluation of self. Huang (2004) compared U.S., 
Taiwanese, Atayal and Chinese American children’s artistic development. She first 
examined children’s artistic development theories, and then concluded that rather than 
decide by a universal or consistent development stage, children’s artistic development is 
more influenced by their popular culture, school settings, and art education policy. 
Huntsinger, Jose, Krieg, and Luo (2010) compared Chinese American and European 
American children’s drawing skills; they found that drawings of a person, by Chinese 
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American children, were more mature and creative. Also, the results confirmed their 
predictions regarding cultural differences in drawing skills; such as: cultural differences 
from parenting, opportunities to draw, chances to receive more guidance and so on. 
Wang (2012) conducted a cross-cultural comparison of children's interpretation on 
feminine beauty. The result showed that children developed distinct imagery of elements 
and categories that represent feminine beauty based on their interaction with cultural 
values, observations, and imagination. One distinct difference is descriptions of an ideally 
beautiful body form: Chinese students mentioned that being honest, pure, small, delicate, 
and slim were qualities of beautiful character and form; however, the U.S. students 
referred to modern teenage girls on popular sitcoms and described being modern, 
fashionable, and “hot” as important indicators of beauty. Besides, preferences in color as 
indicator of beauty presented similarities and contrast between these two groups: Chinese 
students described white skin color as beautiful while the U.S. students seemed to prefer 
a complexion color that was darker than white.  
Nagasawa (2010) investigated eighteen Japanese children and ninteen children of 
the U.S., ages 6 to 8, to what they understand and how they develop meaningful 
experiences in their encounters with selected works of art in a museum environment. 
The researcher found that both groups of children started their interpretations of the 
paintings by telling stories, and concluded that narrative helped children observe, 
organize, imagine, think critically, develop meanings, as well as express their ideas 
through verbal and non-verbal forms. What children included, paid attention to and how 
they told stories were all associated with cultural factors in children’s everyday lives. 
The researcher pointed out that the different patterns of responses observed across the 
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two groups are that, Japanese children used a more indirect and silent response; were 
more interested in details and appearances, racial identity, social status, and living 
condition; and expressed more empathy and feelings toward human figures in painting. 
American children paid more attention to people in action, were interested in format and 
size, and had clear statements of their responses.  
There has been extensive research that shows the differences among cultural 
influence in terms of children’s drawings or artistic development. If children’s artistic 
development is influenced by cognitive and physical development and also by their 
cultures and environments, what elements of culture and environment create these 
differences? How do teachers guide children’s artistic development upon cultural and 
environmental differences to broaden children’s perspectives? Thus, the research aimed 
to understand children’s visual images reading as well as, the similarities and differences 
between two different cultural groups in terms of reading visual images. Only when art 
educators learn how children read images can they direct them to learn better, prepare 
better curricula, and help children more. 
 
Research Goals and Questions 
Having addressed the statement of the problems in the above section, I realized 
that culture and environment more or less influence children’s art development, 
drawings, values, preferences, and image reading. As many researchers have done 
with analyzing different cultural children’s drawings, I was more interested in 
different cultural children’s image reading. Hence, I gave children images to read. 
Children were free to express their ideas on the interview questions after looking at 
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images, and I then coded, read, and analyzed their responses. My research interest 
was to understand the responses in two different cultural groups of children 
regarding the same images. There were two goals for this study. The first goal was to 
understand, summarize, and describe details about the U.S. children and Taiwanese 
children’s image reading. The second goal was to compare the similarities and 
differences between two groups’ visual image reading and to detect whether or what 
cultural elements influence children’s visual image reading.  
More specifically, the research questions of this study are: 
1. What do two groups of children from two cultures read from the visual images? 
2. What are these two groups of children’s preference and judgment when reading 
the visual images? 
3. What are the differences and similarities between these two groups’ visual 
image reading?  
4. Does any local/cultural element/notion exist in the two populations’ visual 
image reading? If yes, what are they? 
 
Definition of Terms 
Image reading, by Thibault and Walbert (2012) suggested, is the ability to 
interpret images meaningfully which is a vital skill for students to learn. They further 
explained that literacy refers not only to the ability to read and write, but also refers to the 
ability to “read” all kinds of signs other than words, — such as images or gestures. Visual 
literacy is the ability to see, understand, and ultimately think, create, and communicate 
graphically (Thibault & Walbert, 2012). In my research, I used the term “image reading” 
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and “reading image” to indicate the process of how a viewer looks at an image carefully 







Visual Culture and Images 
Barnard (1998) mentioned that the “visual” in visual culture is everything that can 
be seen and which possesses some functional or communicative purpose. It also contains 
certain cultural codes. Similarly, Duncum (2000) pointed out that "culture" is an 
overview of the visual artifacts, including the process of their production, communication, 
and usage. Hence, visual culture takes into account a social function of visual images, as 
well as how it might become an extension of different human attitudes, beliefs, and 
values (Duncum, 2001). Mirzoeff (1999) thought that any conversation about visual 
culture should be focused on how the meaning is created through visual images. He made 
a comment regarding the relationship between visual culture and p postmodernism, 
concluding that “postmodernism is the visual culture” (p. 4). In his opinion, a person’s 
experience today is more visualized than the past. According to his comment, our 
experience of everyday life is described by visual culture through which consumers can 
find information and aesthetic satisfaction by means of different media, including 
pictures, TV programs and the Internet 
Visual culture research has a nature of cross-- discipline. It comprehensively 
crosses various boundaries such as aesthetics, art, design, advertisement, communication, 
etc. Walker and Chaplin (1997) mentioned that “visual culture studies” is a phrase that 
does not designate a discipline as “a hybrid, an inter- or multi-disciplinary enterprise 
formed as a consequence of a convergence of, or borrowing from, a variety of disciplines 
and methodologies (p. 21).” They also pointed out the emphasis that visual culture study 
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is about the interaction between “viewing subject” and “object of study.” 
To summarize, visual images are forming our daily lives. Relying on our visual 
ability to observe objects that the humans create, visual image is a powerfully expressive 




According to Thibault and Walbert (2012), visual literacy is the ability to see, 
understand, and ultimately think, create, and communicate graphically. A visually literate 
viewer, in general, looks at an image carefully, critically, and with a viewpoint for the 
intentions of the image’s creator. The skills can be employed to all types of images, such 
as, photos, paintings, drawings, animations, children’s graphic books, films, maps, and 
charts and graphs. Viewers gather information and ideas contained in images, covey 
images, put them in a context, and determine their mind. 
We are in the midst of a century of literacy education, and the definition of literacy 
continues to undergo a metamorphosis as society’s contact with more and more symbol 
systems increases (Piro, 2002, p. 133). Hence, the importance and value of training 
students to read a painting or visual image, and how this fits into promoting a culture of 
literacy, are relevant. A “reader-response theory (RRT)” which Piro (2002) mentioned in 
her article, is a transactional process that happens between a text and its readers. The text 
directs the readers in certain paths, with the readers making uses of previous experiences 
about text to interpret the author’s ideas. And then the interactions would lead to new 
ideas and responses within the readers. RRT consists of four essentials steps: engaging 
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the reader, entering the story, exploring the story, and evaluating the story (Piro, 2002, p. 
128). At the stage of engage the reader, students describe what they see by “talking art,” 
that is using vocabulary related to basic elements of art with words like color, texture, and 
line. Students could refer to tangible details found in the works and illustrate them. At the 
stage of enter the story, students utilize the information from the initial inventory. They 
discuss details moving from art elements to principles of design, including concepts (such 
as proportion, tension, and balance). The stage of explore the story is where: Students 
begin to connect details to context by describing any action they are aware of in the 
painting; for example, “a child is crying,” or “it’s raining and two people are getting wet.” 
They can expand these details into a context for a story. They can also discuss 
higher-order techniques such as the use of allegory and symbol. Finally, the evaluate the 
story stage is the most critical part in the RRT. Students create responses about their 
feelings, opinions, interpretations, and anything else that could assist in monitoring 
personal meaning. They may use judgmental, descriptive, and interpretive language to 
analyze a painting. 
Art can be hermeneutic text; in fact, Tredway (1996) mentioned that art can be 
“text” in the classroom. Teachers can use Socratic teaching (questioning) to uncover ideas, 
morals, and cultural dimensions in artworks as texts to guide students. Moreover, 
artworks can be a visual narrative as well. Brown (2011, p.199) proposed that 
photography focus on two main prospects: a medium of illustration and source of data in 
a complex of socio-logical methods, and a visualizing text, often made by others, to be 
passively read, analyzed and evaluated. Art, images, or photos all offer good 
opportunities for their readers to read and then describe ideas. Ricoeur (2008) explained 
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hermeneutics as a method of interpretation similar to writing about written texts. 
Documentary photographs present a world view or discourse (pp. 144-145) and so do 
artworks. I used pictures as images for my respondents to read. Brown (2011, p.209) 
illustrated Szarkowski’s (1996, 2007) five key considerations—a photographer must 
decide upon in the “how to” process of making photographs which I consider the useful 
information to dig into the world of image reading. The five key considerations are (1) 
thing itself—subject of the photograph; (2) the details—meanings; (3)The frame—what 
is included/excluded and space--different grounds (fore, middle, back distance); (4) 
timing—frozen action; and (5)vantage—viewpoint (front view, aerial, worm, etc.) and 
distance (closeup, faraway) multiple views. 
 
Interpretation, Understanding, and Hermeneutics 
According to Stokrocki (1997), interpretation is a process of translation. 
Traditionally, it explores the hidden meanings of a text, as in biblical exegesis. Also, it 
cares about uncovering multilayered meanings of a phenomenon and understanding it 
deeply. Interpretation is not interested in generalization; instead, it focuses on specific 
insights and possible meanings. Stokrocki (1983) mentioned that there are at least twelve 
types of interpretation, including etiological, historical, parabolical, allegorical, 
tropological and, philological. The process of interpretation is nearly the same as a 
detective searching for establishing facts and clues. Eisner (1991) explained that 
interpretation is a process of explaining the meaning of an event by taking it into its 
context, making the experience vivid, identifying its prior condition and potential 
consequences, and providing reasons for practices. The process of interpretation is 
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basically that of logical questioning, as in a dialogue; meaning, it occurs automatically 
with description and conversation. Stokrocki (1997) provided the principles of 
interpreting: (a) State pre-understanding of the phenomenon and explain its context; (b) 
illustrate that the information provided is probably true; (c) search for totality and 
coherence of meaning in the description; (d) seek the human meaning of the phenomenon 
and all its etymological, traditional, and philosophical meanings; and (e) apply to life and 
describe how the experience has changed lives. Hence, interpretation is not just providing 
information, but is rather revelation based on information, which conveys the meaning of 
something through exposition or explanation. 
Understanding is also called intellection. Bereiter (2002) defined understanding as a 
psychological process related to an abstract or physical object (such as a person, situation, 
or message) whereby an individual is able to think about it and apply concepts to deal 
adequately with that object. Bleicher (cited in Stokrocki, 1983) proposed that 
understanding is the recognition and reconstruction of meaning through languages. Thus, 
the conception of knowing meaning, having the ability to think, and then acting flexibly 
with what one knows is the whole process of how understanding operates. To understand 
something is to have conceptualized it to a given measure. To conceptualize something is 
to make a connection between an individual and something itself, and then make things 
meaningful to the individual. Meaning conveys things of established significance, 
personal interest, and all its suggested qualities (Stokrocki, 1983). Meaning also connects 
the subjective realm of existence and goes beyond the author and audiences toward the 
universal. Moreover, Stokrocki (1983) mentioned that meaning is not merely 
reproductive, but a fusion of the interpreter’s understanding with tradition of the 
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phenomenon. In addition, meaning is something that becomes as understandable as itself. 
Interpretation is mainly interested in digging up the multi-layered meaning of a 
phenomenon and in understanding it more deeply. 
Broadly, hermeneutics is the art and science of text interpretation and is a word 
derived from the Greek god-messenger Hermes, the translator of spoken messengers 
(Stokrocki, 1983). According to Ferguson, Wright and Packer (1998), traditional 
hermeneutics is the study of the interpretation of written texts, especially texts in the 
areas of literature, religion and law. Modern hermeneutics contains everything in the 
interpretative process including verbal and nonverbal forms of communication as well as 
prior aspects that influence communication, such as: presuppositions, pre-understandings, 
the meaning and philosophy of language, and semiotics. Hermeneutics is a function of 
interpretation. Hermeneutic consistency refers to analysis of texts for coherent 
explanation, and refers to particular methods or strands of interpretation. Every 
interpretation must modify to its hermeneutic situation to which it is originally from. 
When something is not clear, information is not enough, or it is difficult to ascertain the 
intention of a phenomenon or event, thus interpretation is applied (Stokrocki, 1983). A 
phenomenon has several meanings, and hermeneutics exists when interpretation is 
systematically utilized. 
I concluded the references from these basic principles and definitions: 
Interpretation is a communication process that is designed to reveal meanings, the 
relationship of experience, and the interpreter through language, having a multilayer and 
logical system. The purpose of interpretation is to understand a phenomenon more deeply 
and to promote understanding and appreciation of a phenomenon, event, or object. 
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Understanding is constructed by meanings such as projection, foresight, and recognition. 
Hermeneutics is a function of interpretation and is linked with the spoken word to explore 
the hidden meanings of a text. Thus, interpretation, understanding and hermeneutics are 
ideas which are bundled together to influence one another. Besides, as Tilden (1957) 
believed that interpretation can be defined as “an educational activity which aims to 
reveal meanings and relationships through the use of original objects, by firsthand 
experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to communicate factual 
information” (p. 8), it is always important for educators to look into. 
 
Importance of Visual Interpretation 
Berger (1974) mentioned an idea in his influential book entitled Ways of Seeing 
that seeing and recognition come before words. Seeing establishes our place in the world, 
and then we use words to explain this world. Having established that we see first and then 
use words to explain the world, Berger goes on to say that what we know or believe 
affects the way we see things. However, we interpret things based on different 
perspective and consideration because we grow in a different culture, background, and 
education. Thus, the interpreted meaning shows great diversity. I consider “seeing” is a 
behavior after selecting. We only see what we choose to see, what we care to look at, and 
to what we consider meaningful to pay attention. This idea responds to what Berger’s 
opinion that an image’s value is not determined by its meaning or quality of painting, but 
its uniqueness. He then provided an example: Today, we would view fire differently than 
people form Middle Ages who believed in the physical reality of hell. Hence, we choose 
unique images to interpret by our “interpreting ways,” which is one of the reasons why I 
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consider that interpreting visual images is important.  
Duncum (2000) considered the importance of visual image as how people 
interpret and read the image. The meaning of interpreting is not focused on finding the 
characteristics of an image; however, the meaning exists in the reality and the context of 
its background. In other words, the interaction between the viewer and the image play a 
crucial role rather than the information provided by the image. Thus, regarding the 
inactive process, to interpret an image is essential. 
Moreover, I consider that the goal of education is to help individuals learn 
knowledge, accumulate experience, and think independently, becaise our visualized 
world provides individuals with opportunities to practice. When judging an image, 
Andson (2003) suggests that, the adopted strategy is criticism which helps to find the 
abstract meaning, connotation, and implication behind the concrete image. Consequently, 
the importance of interpreting images connects developing individuals’ appropriate 
thinking while criticizing abilities. And then, every individual would facilitate the society 
of a magnanimous one. 
 
Semiology and Iconology 
Semiology. Semiotics is a study of signs and how they make meaning (sign 
processes, indication, designation, likeness, analogy, metaphor, symbolism, signification, 
and communication) (Bopry, 2012; Brand, 2012; Gorny, 2012). When talking about 
interpretation, we have to understand how images carry their meaning to us, thus 
semiology is an important tool for us to interpret images. 
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Roland Barthes , the founder of a semiotics aimed at demystification or culture 
criticism and wrote: “Once society exists, every usage is converted into a sign of this 
usage” (Barthes, 1967, p. 41). Culler (1990, p.2) explained in detail by providing the 
example which Barthes used: “By wearing blue jeans, one signifies that one is wearing 
blue jeans. This process is crucial, Barthes continues, and exemplifies the extent to which 
reality is nothing other than that which is intelligible.” Because it is as signs that our 
practices have reality, they swiftly become signs. And, once a sign is established that 
way—a usage becomes a sign of this usage—society may very well re-functionalize it 
and speak of it as a pure example of use. Moreover, the core value of Barthes’ semiology 
is to realize the correlation and interaction between a “society” and “life.” 
Barthes (1964) proposed the idea of “the classification of signs,” which is 
“signified” and “signifier.” The sign is a compound of a signifier and a signified. The 
nature of the “signified” is not “a thing” but a mental representation of the thing. The 
signified is neither an act of consciousness, nor a real thing; it is defined only within the 
signifying process. (It is the “something” which is meant by the person who uses the sign.) 
On the other hand, Barthes mentioned that “the nature of the signifier suggests roughly 
the same comments as that of the signified: it is purely a relatum, whose definition cannot 
be separated from that of the signified. The only difference is that the magnifier is a 
mediator: some matter is necessary to it” (p. 47). The substance of the signifier is always 
material (sounds, objects, images.) Also, the classification of the signifier is nothing but 
the proper structuralization of the system.  
According to Barthes (1977), beyond its “literal” meaning (its denotation), a 
particular word/sign has connotation. Denotation and connotation are two terms which 
17 
were used to describe the relationship between the signifier and its signified. The term 
“denotation” is described as the definitional, literal, obvious or commonsense meaning of 
a sign. The denotation of a visual image is what a viewer from his/her culture and at any 
time would recognize the image as depicting (Panofsky, 1970). For example, the word 
"rose" signifies a particular kind of flower. On the contrary, “connotation” tends to be 
used to refer to the socio-cultural and “personal” associations (ideological, emotional etc.) 
of the sign. The associations are typically related to a viewer’s (interpreter) background, 
education, class, age, gender, ethnicity etc. For example, the word "rose" signifies passion. 
Signs are more open to interpretation in their connotations than their denotations. 
Charles Sanders Peirce (1839–1914) was an American pragmatist philosopher and 
scientist who developed a scientific system for logically describing all kinds of signs—
semiotics. According to Peirce, “A sign... is something which stands to somebody for 
something in some respect or capacity (Peirce, 1955, p. 99)” In his semiotic theory, there 
is an important category to describe sign. The difference is how the meaning shows to be 
attached to (or associated with) the pattern. The category shows as picture 1 below. 
 Icon, an iconic sign, reflects qualitative features of the object. Also, it is the 
simplest type of the category, since it is a pattern that physically resembles what it stands 
for. For example, a picture of a superstar’s face is an icon of the superstar; a landscape 
painting is an icon of the landscape. Icon visually resembles its objects, and the 
resemblance need not be tangible.  
 Those “whose relation to their objects is an imputed character” are called 
symbols. Unlike indices or icons, the symbols are not signs without interpreters or 
readers. Symbols, having convention-based relationships with their objects, are arbitrary, 
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unmotivated, and reliant on conventional usage to determine meaning. Thus, symbolic 
signs are constructed, or “agreed upon,” for given purposes in the internal or external 
world. For example, words are symbols, languages are the most important symbolic sign 
systems; each alphanumeric character on a computer keyboard is a symbol.  
 Index is a sign that utilizes some existential or physical connection between it 
and its object. In other words, index always points, implies, references, or suggests 
something else. While symbols cannot be signs without an interpreter, indices cannot be 
signs without their objects (no interpreter or “reader” is necessary). For example, smoke 
coming from a house indicates the house is on fire; a scowling facial expression is an 








Figure 2.1. Peirce’s Category of Signs. 
 
Iconology. Erwin Panofsky (1892 - 1968) was a German art historian whose 
work has highly influenced the modern academic study of iconography. Panofsky (1982) 
distinguished three levels of meaning of art objects and images in the book, Meaning in 





 1) Primary or natural subject matter is simple identification through familiarity. 
(for example, certain configurations of line, color, or peculiarly shaped lumps of bronze 
or stone, as representations of natural objects, human beings, animals, plants, houses, 
tools, etc.). Panofsky explained such divisions as factual and expressional, which is 
greatly dependent upon experience. In short, this is level of “icon.”  
2) Secondary or conventional subject matter deals with the domain of 
iconography. It is iconographical analysis and involves an understanding of the subject 
matter. It means the linking of artistic motifs with themes, concepts or conventional 
meaning. Motifs are recognized as carriers of a secondary or conventional meaning. 
Panofsky then illustrated examples. (For example, people apprehend by realizing that a 
male figure with a knife represents St. Bartholomew; a female figure with a peach in her 
hand is a personification of Veracity; and a group of figures seated at a dinner table in a 
certain arrangement and in certain poses represents the Last Supper).  
3) Intrinsic meaning or content is the most complicated level and involves an 
understanding of the intrinsic meaning or content, constituting the world of "symbolical 
values.” It is best to quote Panofsky directly here to explain: 
 
“It is apprehended by ascertaining those underlying principles 
which reveal the basic attitude of a nation, a period, a class, a 
religious or philosophical persuasion - qualified by one personality 
and condensed into one work.” (p.30) 
 
Panofsky summarized the three levels in a chart, as table 2.1: 
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Table 2.1.  
Panofsky’s Three Levels of Interpretation 




Corrective principle of 
interpretation 
1) Primary or natural 
subject matter - (A) 
factual, (B) expressional- 








objects and events). 
History of style (insight into 
the manner in which, under 
varying historical conditions, 
objects and events were 
expressed by forms). 
2) Secondary or 
conventional subject 
matter, constituting the 







specific themes and 
concepts). 
History of types (insight into 
the manner in which, under 
varying historical conditions 
specific themes or concepts 
were expressed by objects 
and events). 
3) Intrinsic meaning or 
content, constituting the 





(familiarity with the 
essential tendencies 





History of cultural symptoms 
or "symbols" in general 
(insight into the manner in 
which, under varying 
historical conditions, essential 
tendencies of the human mind 
were expressed by specific 
themes 
Note. This synoptic table from Panofsky, Meaning in the Visual Arts, 1974, pp.40-41  
 
If we “look at” artworks or images by using the three levels, we may acquire 
what we see from our eyes, move to the second level to know what concepts we 
understand, and finally learn the deepest meaning of the artworks or images. Thus, 
Panofsky’s theory is helpful for understanding not only visual elements of artworks or 
images but also the background, the culture, and the meaning behind artworks or images. 
It helped me to design and analyze the research.  
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Theory of Art Criticism, Judgment, and Aesthetics Development 
Feldman's Method of Art Criticism. Feldman (1994) developed a four-step 
method for evaluating a work of art. The four step structure consists of description, 
analysis, interpretation, and judgment:  
1) Description: What can be seen in the artwork? Descriptive words draw 
attention to something worth seeing;  
2) Analysis: What relationships exist with what is seen? Analysis of relationships 
(for example: sizes, shapes, colors, textures, space etc.) make a complete examination of 
the artwork;  
3) Interpretation: What is the content or meaning, based on steps 1 and 2? 
Interpretation is about ideas (not description), sensation, or feelings.  
4) Judgment: What is your evaluation of the work, based on steps 1, 2, and 3? 
The final step, judgment, is often the first statement that is expressed about an artwork 
before it has really been examined.  
Parsons’s Theory of Aesthetic Judgment. Parsons (1987) proposes a theory, 
four topics and five stages, for the cognitive development of aesthetic judgment. The first 
stage of his model, favoritism is a self-related process that is mainly based on content, but 
a somehow linked content with personal beliefs. For example, in this stage, color may be 
a strong attraction to a viewer. The second stage, called beauty and explicit realism, is 
when a viewer is fascinated with a depiction to represent the real world and admire its 
technical skill. The third stage, expressiveness is empathic, and considers what the artist 
might have felt and thought while making the artwork. A viewer is interested in 
interpreting the meaning of the work as a whole. He is looking at an artwork for what it 
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expresses and as a source of personal experience; the expressive qualities are very 
important to a viewer. The fourth stage, style and form, is when a viewer is able to 
connect the artwork to its social and cultural meaning and value. The final stage, 
autonomy, is the underlying concept and autonomy of the artwork. A viewer is capable of 
making independent judgments based on his/her knowledge of art and culture. They may 
be using a sophisticated understanding of culture and history to interpret a work and its 
significance. Furthermore, a viewer is not limited to the norm of the tradition; s/he may 
be able to think, raise questions, and build his/her own criteria to a work. Parson’s theory 
of the five stages turned out to be an important theory while I analyzed the collected data. 
(More discussions in the chapter of data analysis.) 
Housen’s Measuring Aesthetics Development. Housen (1983) developed five 
stages of aesthetic development that she claims are patterns of behavior that cross both 
cultural and socioeconomic boundaries. The accountive stage is respondents focus on 
literal and personal observation. When looking at a work of art, they make simple, 
concrete observations through their senses, experiences, and memories. These 
observations generally are presented as a narrative form, where the viewer enters the 
work of art. The constructive stage is where respondents emphasize the purpose and 
technique of the work. They use their own perceptions of world to build frameworks for 
looking at art. Also, respondents begin to distance themselves emotionally from works of 
art at this stage. In the classifying stage, respondents focus on the intellectual 
understanding of the work. They begin to be critical of works of art. They identity works 
of art based upon school, style, time, technique, place, and provenance. Also, they start to 
go deeper by using their knowledge of the facts and figures of art history. In the 
23 
interpretive, viewers are interested in the meaning of works of art. The critical skills 
shown in previous stages are now at the service of intuition and feelings. They understand 
and value the process of reinterpreting art, so they see their own ideas as vulnerable to 
change. Finally, in the re-creative stage, respondents are capable of reflecting their own 
opinions. They begin to look at art with a child-like openness. They understand that 
artworks have a life of their own, and they also strongly feel linked to them due to their 
understanding of its history. 
Gardner’s Stages of Aesthetic Perception. Gardner (1981) and his associates 
developed five “stages of aesthetic perception. In infant perception, from ages 0-2, as 
Piaget’s stage of sensor-motor period, Gardner had the similar assertion that infants do 
not express feeling and thought by language; but what one experienced and acquired 
during this period would be an important investment for his/her future creation. In the 
cognition of symbols stage, from ages 2 to7, children have their preference to depict, just 
as Parson’s stage of Favoritism. In the third stage, the heights of literalism, from ages 7 to 
9, children are getting away from being self-centered and begin to recognize the structure 
of a rule-governed orientation. They consider the standard of beauty to be realistic. The 
breakdown of literalism and the emergence of aesthetic sensitivity stage, ages 9-13, 
individuals do not emphasize on literalism as the last stage, but instead start to be curious 
and explore the art world on their own and hope to convey what they consider beauty. 
Finally, the crisis of aesthetic involvement stage, ages 13-20, adolescents are able to be 
critical to judge art by their own criteria. They are also capable to decide, analyze, realize, 






I designed my study as cross-cultural research. As Eisner (1990, p.28) defined 
cross-cultural study: “Efforts made by the researcher to compare or contrast ideas or 
practice in more than one culture.” Cross-cultural research contributes to a broader and 
deeper understanding of human behavior and the mind; moreover, they highlight 
important similarities and differences across cultures (Matsumoto & Vijver, 2011). In this 
study, I collected data from the different groups having different cultures, educational 
backgrounds, and environments. And then I compared two sets (two cultural groups) of 
information, drew parallels and contrasts, and addressed the findings and conclusions as 
well. I chose four images from the topic of “everyday life in ancient time” for the two 
groups of children to look at and answer questions. This study employed interviewing as 
the main method to collect data. I read and analyzed the data collected to understand how 
both groups of children respond to visual images, and then I drew comparisons. I also 
used quantitative numbers to sort out data, which supported this research, to conclude 
answers and compare children’s image reading which my qualitative description lacked. 
In other words, I presented two sets of data analysis: a qualitative illustration of research 
results and an analysis of the meanings in statistics.  
Jick (1979) proposed that recognizing all research methods have limitations, and 
several researchers felt that biases inherent in any single method could neutralize or 
cancel the biases of other methods. Triangulating data sources were developed as a means 
of seeking convergence across (quantitative and qualitative) methods. One method may 
be nested within another method to provide insight into different levels or units of 
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analysis (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Based on my original intention of this research, a 
comparison of two different cultural groups of participants and the limitation of each 
single research method, I decided to use a mixed methods approach, thus qualitative and 
quantitative methods were both employed. The mixed methods not only generated two 
sets of findings to compare, but they also provided me a chance to do triangulation in 
reviewing and comparing the theories. 




























Population selections. I chose thirty boys and girls, 8 to10 years old, in the 
United States and Taiwan to conduct interviews. Fifteen children were from the U.S., 
while fifteen children were Taiwanese and living in Taiwan. I considered that children 
ages 8 to 10 were better suited to be participants in this research: First, three years ago I 
was an elementary school teacher and my research interest was children, so I wanted to 
concentrate on elementary school learners instead of preschoolers and adolescents; 
Second, in view of the literature review, many theories considering children ages 8 to10 
are in the developmental level of being able to give logical justifications, and are starting 
to become curious and explore the art world by their own means. Third, by elementary 
school age, children’s lives expand to include multiple ingredients that result from 
interactions with their environments, so it would be worthwhile to see how these 
experiences are projected into their image reading. Populations included in this research 
were those where contacts were available and made possible through a chain of 
references and requests.  
U.S. children. Fifteen 8-to-10-year-old U.S. children joined my interviews: nine 
boys and six girls. Instead of focusing on the same area of Arizona state, my fifteen 
participants were from three areas, four elementary schools, and fourteen families in the 
state of Arizona. Eight were living and studying in Scottsdale, five were in Queen Creek 
and two were in Glendale. Except for two of the participants, the others were all from 
different families. The interviews were conducted from May 2013 to June 2013. When 
the interviews were conducted, the children were older than 8 years old but younger than 
10 years old, and studying at either a 2nd or 3rd grade level. Seven of the children were 
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from the private school where I was teaching Mandarin; the rest of them were referred by 
three friends of mine. The seven students from the private school were familiar with me 
and shared good student-teacher relationships before I conducted the interviews. Besides 
the seven participants, the rest of the participants did not know me until the interviews 
started and we introduced each other. All of the children and their parents gave me their 
permission to record the interviews. 
In order to maintain anonymity, I created my participants’ names when analyzing 
data. The assigned names of the nine boys and six girls were: Gary, Jason, Paul, Tad, Neil, 
Cliff, Hank, David, Nelson, Eva, Anne, Amy, Alice, and Susan. 
Taiwanese children. Fifteen 8-to-10-year-old Taiwanese children were my 
participants: seven boys and eight girls. I then assigned the names for the children: Yu, 
De, Cheng, Yi, Han, Ze, Tian, Zhong, Hui, Rong, Qing, Rui, Yun, Hsuan and, Chi. The 
Taiwanese participants were from two urban cities in Taiwan: Taipei City (north part of 
Taiwan) and Tainan City (southwest part of Taiwan). Both Taipei City and Tainan City 
are two of the five municipalities in Taiwan. The children were studying in three different 
Taiwanese elementary schools and were all from different families. When the interviews 




 grade and they 
were older than 8 years but younger than 10 years of age. All of the participants were 
referred by my pre-colleagues and friends who were elementary school teachers. My 
friends and I randomly chose the children to ask the consents of them and their parents 
before conducting interviews.  
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Data collection and Instrumentation (Research Tools) 
Visual images. I chose “everyday life in ancient time” as the topic to select 
images. Duncum (1999) addressed the importance of everyday aesthetic experience. He 
mentioned that everyday aesthetic experiences are more meaningful than experiences of 
high art in forming and informing one's identity and view of the world. This research is a 
cross-cultural study and children were involved in the research, so that “everyday life” 
would be the best topic to design implementation comparing the other topics, such as 
modern art, landscape, still life, human figure, etc. Furthermore, I selected images that 
illustrated everyday life in ancient time since I consider modern everyday life to be 
dynamic. Further, the images may cause issues to influence research results, such as 
rural-urban disparity, gender, violence, etc. I regarded that “everyday life in ancient time” 
was a typically familiar topic for children because most children’s books begin with 
“once upon a time.”  
My criteria to choose these four images were: (a) the image fits the topic of 
“everyday life in ancient time”; (b) images would not jeopardize children’s mental and 
physical states; (c) the connotations in the images were not difficult but a little 
challenging to be suitable for 8-to-10-year- -old children to read, and (d) the images may 
show interesting or familiar elements for children.  
Finally, two images of “children playing” were selected and two images of “adults 
working hard” were selected. My decision for choosing “children playing in ancient 
time” was that I considered that children were familiar with the scenes of children at play, 
and that familiarity would help children express their ideas in interviewing. I picked one 
American painting while the other was an ancient Chinese painting. The reason I picked 
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“adults working” was to study what children read and comprehend regarding old working 
scenes since, “work” was a main part of people’s everyday life. One of the paintings was 
from an American artist and the other was a Taiwanese artist. To sum up, the most 
important tool for my research was: the two U.S. paintings, one Chinese painting and a 
Taiwanese painting. Two of them included the subject of children at play: one was the 
U.S painting, the other was the Chinese painting. Two paintings included the subject of 
adults at work: one was the U.S. painting, the other was the Taiwanese painting. 
The images and information are shown as Table 3.1:  
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Table 3.1.  
Images for Reading 
1. Snap the Whip, 1872  
Artist: Winslow Homer 
(American, 1836–1910)  
Oil on canvas 
 
Retrieved from: The Metropolitan Museum of Art http://www.metmuseum.org/toah/works-of-art/50.41 
2. Cider Making, 1840-41  
Artist: William Sidney 
Mount (American, 
1807–1868)  
Oil on canvas 
 
 
Retrieved from: The Metropolitan Museum of Art 
http://www.metmuseum.org/toah/works-of-art/66.126 
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3. Children at play in an 
Autumn Garden, 
Han-Chen Su, (fl. 
Mid-12
th
 c), Sung Dynasty 
(960-1279) 
Hanging scroll, ink and 
colors on silk 
 
 
Retrieved from: National Palace Museum 
http://www.npm.gov.tw/en/Article.aspx?sNo=04000963 
 
4. Morning Riverside, 
1970 
Mei-Su Li (Taiwanese, 
1902-1983) 
Oil on canvas 
 
 
Retrieved from: The Li Mei-Su memorial Gallery 
http://www.limeishu.org/works_01.asp?c_Photo=79 
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Before conducting my research, I asked and granted permissions by the three 
museums to use the four images for research purposes. The first image is Snap the Whip, 
1872, by Winslow Homer, and the second image is Cider Making, 1840-1841, by William 
Sidney Mount. Both paintings were collected by The Metropolitan Museum of Art and 
retrieved from their online gallery. The two images are both categorized in the 
“"American Scenes of Everyday Life” project in the online gallery. The two paintings 
showed old American life. The first painting depicted the reminiscence of rural simplicity 
and reflected on the challenges of the complex post-Civil War world. In the painting, the 
boys are playing a game, which requires teamwork, strength, and calculation. The boys’ 
bare feet signal childhood's freedom. The inspiration of the second image, Cider Making, 
lies in the political maneuvering surrounding the hard-fought presidential election of 
1840, capturing the scene of work in early America. The picture is depicted with a simple 
log cabin, hard-working workers, and cider barrels in the foreground. In response to the 
first picture of American children playing, I selected an image of Chinese children 
playing entitled-- Children at Play in an Autumn Garden by Han-Chen Su (fl. Mid-12th 
century), Sung Dynasty, as my third image. The painting was collected by the National 
Palace Museum in Taiwan and retrieved from the online gallery. It is an ancient Chinese 
Painting with two young children (siblings) playing in the back yard. A boy and a girl are 
concentrating on playing old Chinese toys/games, called spinning dates, and the garden 
setting conveys the sense of an autumn day. The forth image is Morning Riverside, 1970, 
by a Taiwanese artist, Mei-Su Li. It was retrieved from the website of the Li Mei-Su 
Memorial Gallery. The painting coveys the idea of early Taiwanese morning life, when 
women started their daily routine by washing family clothes along the riverside. The 
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women’s clothes are ordinary and their postures are natural. The painting shows the local 
Taiwanese belief and tradition—hardworking, assiduous, industrious and thrifty in 
running a home.  
Interview questions. Seidman (1998) mentioned that interviewing is a technique 
used to understand the experiences of others. Interviews are different from other methods 
of data collection, in that they are often more exploratory in nature and allow for more 
flexibility. Seidman further explained that interviews stem from the desire to learn more 
about the people around us and to better understand how such people view the world in 
which we live, adding: The key point of interviewing research is an interest in other 
people’s stories because they are of worth. Thus, interviews are the most effective method 
when the goal of research is to gain insight into the subjective understandings of people.  
Interviewing is the only method used to collect my research data, so I designed 
the interview questions carefully. Referring to the four RPT 4 steps—engaging the reader, 
entering the story, exploring the story, and evaluating the story (please refer to chapter 2 
literature review for details) — I designed the interviews as semi-structured. The 
interview questions were designed from engaging, entering, exploring, and then 
evaluating, as the four steps suggested. I utilized four guided questions followed by each 
visual image for my interviewees to respond. The following questions were designed to 
be open-ended, allowing children to freely express their opinions: 
(1) What do you see in this picture? Please describe it and explain as many details 
as possible. 
(2) What does this picture mean? Or what do you think the artist is trying to covey 
to the viewers through this picture?  
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*Optional question: Can you tell me a story of the picture? (If I did not get enough 
information from an interviewee, I then asked the extra question.) 
(3) How do you like the picture? What interest/disinterest you in this picture? 
Why?  
(4) Do you think this picture is a good or successful artwork? Why? (Or, in 
another way of asking: If you were his art teacher, do you think this student did a 
great job? What score are you going to give it to him? Why?) 
I followed the sequence of the guided questions in interviewing. Because my 
interviewees were all children between ages 8 and 10, it was inappropriate for me to 
strictly follow the order. I changed my questions if I felt the need to do so. I also tried to 
conduct the interviews as conversations rather than direct questions. 
Interview process. Once the visual images and interview questions were prepared, 
I then broadly contacted references to recruit participants. From May, 2013 to June 2013, 
I interviewed fifteen U.S. children before departing to Taiwan. I finished interviewing 
the Taiwanese children in July 2013 in Taiwan. When conducting the interviews, I 
briefly introduced the images first by informing the artists, nationalities, and years to the 
interviewees; other than that, I did not provide much information to the children. I then 
raised guided questions to converse with the children. When my interviewees had 
difficulties with answering the questions, I changed how I asked the questions. For 
example: some Taiwanese children were afraid of answering: “Do you think it is a good 
piece,” since they might worry about bad comments. Instead, I changed the question to: 
“If you were a teacher, do you think this student did a great job?” While interviewing, I 
did not always follow the order of my guided questions since different children have 
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different personalities. Some of them were active to talk, while some were quiet; some 
of them loved to share, while some were reserved. The optional question I listed above 
was used to guide my interviewees and provide more information to me. So, I did not 
ask the optional one when they already provided enough information. I audiotaped each 
interview. I was given permissions from each participant and their parents to audiotape 
the interviews.  
Most of the interviews were set in a quiet and private classroom or conference 
rooms. Two of the interviews were conducted in a public restaurant during its slow 
hours. When conducting the interviews in the schools, interviews were sometimes 
interrupted by school public broadcasting or other requests. An interview with an 
American child took an average of 35 to 40 minutes to complete, while the average of 
completing an interview with a Taiwanese child was about 25 minutes. Interviewing 
with Taiwanese children took me much more time in order to lead conversations. I 
originally interviewed more than twenty Taiwanese children (until the 15th valid datum 
was collected) since some interviews were invalid to analyze data, in which my 
interviewees were extremely quiet or only talked a little with useless data. After 
interviewing, I transcribed directly from the audiotapes. In terms of the Taiwanese 
interviews (spoken in Mandarin), I had to deal with translation. I hired a co-worker to 
double check the translations, and had a professional translator to do back translations. 
What the co-workers and I were trying to do was to translate the Taiwanese 
interviewees’ responses from Mandarin to English without distorting their answers yet 
precisely presenting the translations in English. Both my co-worker and the translator 
were fluent in English listening, speaking, reading, and writing, each with at least two 
36 
years of studying abroad in the United Kingdom or the U.S. Sometimes differences of 
the two language systems made the translations controversial, so my co-worker, the 
translator, and I worked together to decide the final English transcriptions for the 
Taiwanese interviews. 
 
Data Analysis and Handling Procedures 
Data collected in this study were analyzed using qualitative and quantitative 
procedures. The same data were used in two ways: qualitative analysis first, followed by 
quantitative analysis.  
In terms of the directions to analyze, I referred to the literature review in Chapter 
2 and then designed the fourfold as the main aspect of data analysis for my study. The 
fourfold was combined with 1) the first level: what appeared to the viewers’ eyes—what 
do you see? 2) Second level: what meanings were represented—what does it mean? 3) 
Third level: what the viewer felt—how do you like it? and 4) final level: what the 
viewers’ evaluations were—Is it successful? The fourfold was designed to understand my 













Figure 3.2. The Fourfold of Data Analysis. 
 
As Berger (1974) mentioned that seeing and recognition come before words. For 
the first level, I intended to analyze when the images were shown to my participants, and 
what my interviewee saw in the images. And then, from what appeared to my 
participants’ eyes, I tried to understand what messages they saw in the images; or, in 
other words, what information the artists conveyed to their viewers. The message they 
interpreted on the images was the second level of my data analysis. Berger (1974) 
purposed that what decides an image’s value is not its meaning or quality of painting, but 
its uniqueness. Barthes (1980) proposed an idea of punctum
1
, which was private and 
                                                 
1
 Barthes, in1980, redefined photography in his Camera Lucida. He mentioned two key notions in this 
book. The studium and the punctum operate for a viewer: stadium, indicating cultural, linguistic, and 
political interpretation of a photograph; and punctum, indicating personally touching detail which 
establishes a direct relationship with the object or person within it, and is grounded in the experience of the 
viewer. 
First level: what appeared to the viewers’ eyes. 
Second level: what meanings were represented. 
Third level: what the viewer felt 
Fourth level: what the viewers’ evaluations were Is it successful? 
How do you like it? 
What does it mean? 
What do you see? 
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personal. Thus, in the third and fourth levels I expanded the analyzing direction to deeper 
levels in order to analyze the participants’ preferences and judgments. The third and 
fourth levels were specifically focused on my participants’ individual voices regarding 
their subjective preferences and judgments which the images brought to them.   
 
Qualitative analysis. I transcribed the audio records of the interviews. Each 
interview has its own transcriptions. I then read and decoded the transcriptions by each 
individual image. I analyzed the data in four directions. In each direction, I read and 
sorted out children’s answers into different categories. I named my interviewees in order 
to analyze their responses more easily, I named my interviewees. The assigned U.S. 
interviewees’ names were: Gary, Jason, Paul, Tad, Neil, Cliff, Hank, David, Nelson, Eva, 
Anne, Amy, Alice, and Susan; and the assigned Taiwanese interviewees were: Yu, De, 
Cheng, Yi, Han, Ze, Tian, Zhong, Hui, Rong, Qing, Rui, Yun, Hsuan, and Chi. I also 
encoded every transcription. For example, Gary-4-2 means the U.S interviewee, Gary’s 
answers to the second question toward image 4; Hui-2-3 represents the Taiwanese 
interviewee, Hui’s answers to question 3 for image 2.The qualitative analysis is basically 
narrative and descriptive, so I basically sorted out children’s answers and then presented 
their responses in this part of analysis.  
For analyzing direction level 1 “What do you see,” I read the children’s answers 
and sorted out six different trends based on extending the theories of semiology and 
iconology. I also summarized my interviewees’ answers for direction 2, “What does the 
picture mean?” into two results: close and not close to the meaning of the paintings. I 
then further sorted out children’s answers into five categories regarding their responses. 
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When analyzing the data from interview question 3 “How do you like it? Why?” I 
concluded how the children’s preferences were in answers of like, neutral, or dislike first; 
then, I further analyzed the reasons of the children’s preferences. When I first analyzed 
the children’s answers, surprisingly, I found that the categories of my participants’ 
answers were extremely close to the theory of Parsons’ (1987) five stages of aesthetic 
judgment (for more details please refer to Chapter 2 literature review). I then returned to 
complete the literature review and explore more details of the theory, and finally decided 
to adopt Parsons’ (1987) theory to locate my interviewees’ preferences. Moreover, when 
analyzing the data from interview question 4, “Is it a successful artwork? Why?” I found 
that my interviewees’ answers did not completely fit the viewpoints in Parsons’ (1987) 
theory, so I extended the five stages of aesthetic judgment by adding one more category. 
Also, I summarized the children’s answers in successful and unsuccessful judgments 
according to their responses. In the qualitative analysis, I also discussed some children’s 
answers which provided messages of cultural differences between two groups. 
Quantitative analysis. This section of data analysis mainly adopted the 
categories classified in qualitative analysis to perform numerical analysis and 
comparisons. The software of IBM SPSS Statistics 20 was utilized in the quantitative 
analysis. I adopted the Mann-Whitney U test in this study to compare differences 
between the categorized answers of two groups. The Mann-Whitney U test has better 
efficiency than the t-test on non-normal distributions. The Mann-Whitney U test is 
considered the nonparametric alternative to the independent t-test. Also, the sample of 
participants in this study was not large (fifteen children for both groups). In order to 
compare the differences of a small group sample, the Mann-Whitney U test analyzed the 
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medians of two data sets, which would be more suitable than other tests. From the 
numerical data, I analyzed the relationship between the U.S. group and the Taiwanese 
group in terms of children’s image reading, and I then analyzed and compared the 
distributions of the children’s image reading. From the numbers presented, I interpreted 
conclusions and compared the results of the two groups.  
Data comparison. Since two research methods (qualitative and quantitative) were 
employed in this study and two cultural groups were involved, there were four sets of 
comparisons drawn. First was the comparison between quantitative analysis and 
qualitative analysis: Different research methods have different advantages, limitations, 
and qualities, when the findings from two research methods were compared, examined 
and discussed (I discussed them in Chapter 6). Second, I compared the findings between 
the two cultural groups. My original intention was to see how two different cultural 
groups of children read images; hence, the results between two groups were compared in 
Chapter 6. Third, I compared the qualitative results between the Taiwanese group and the 
U.S. group in Chapter 4. Finally, quantitative results between the two groups were 
compared in Chapter 6 as well. 
Triangulation. I compared my findings to important theories and studies (as 
reviewed in Chapters 1 and 2): Nagasawa’s (2010) study of both Japanese children and 
the U.S. children, Gardner’s stages of aesthetic perception, Parsons’ (1987) theory of 
aesthetic judgment, and Gardner’s (1989) address of the differences between education in 
the U.S and Chinese.  
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CHAPTER 4  
QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Analyzing Data. 
“What do you see?” After reading and analyzing all transcriptions, I found six 
trends used when children answered “What do you see in this picture” based on the 
theories of semiology and iconology. First, Category 1, described each single subject. In 
this category, my interviewees pointed out each single subject from the images without 
further description, such as: flowers, horses, people, houses, the sky, clothes, etc. They 
did not describe details of subjects but tried to tell me about all the subjects they saw in 
the image. In addition, this is a category typically called Iconic qualities in semiotics. 
Second, Category 2, described subjects with adjectives and/or quantity 
adjectives. This category of response was extended based on the first category in adding 
adjectives. The answers were individual subjects with adjective(s) and/or quantity(ies), 
such as a bunch of boys, seven children, a red house, many big trees, beautiful flowers, a 
great sky, etc.  
Third, Category 3, described condition(s)/action(s) of subjects and/or the 
narrative was discontinuous/irrelevant. The children explained what they saw as 
describing condition(s)/action(s) of subjects in the images. When they described several 
situations to explain what they saw, the situations were discontinued not as a meaningful 
narrative or reasonable story. For example, the response may be “children are playing, a 
house in the background, the children are all wearing hats, they played outside, only one 
child is wearing shoes and those people are holding hands.” From the example, in this 
category, the interviewee described several completed or incomplete sentences, and the 
whole content was not related.  
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Fourth, Category 4, described a context as a narrative form. Some interviewees 
may use a way of telling a story showing what they saw in the images, thus the story may 
not be practical but was nearly completed. For example, “They are trying to chase after 
and they are all holding hands. The person is pulling this boy back. In the background, 
the field has many followers. They are all having fun.” Comparing to the third category, 
answers in this category were more understandable to picture a main idea; the content of 
the narrative was more related as well. Also, this is a category of Indexical in the world of 
semiotics.  
Fifth, Category 5: described a context with self-experience/opinion and/or 
association. Some interviewees not only described a context, although not completely, 
but also added their self-experience/opinions/thoughts and/or their associations in the 
answers. For example, “I felt it is a sunny day. The kids are playing and they are just 
having fun together. They thought it would be nice to go outside and have some fun […]. 
The flowers are probably planted by their mom and dad.” In this category, the story told 
may not be highly completed; however, the interviewees not only identified visible 
elements in the picture but also something s/he “figured out,” “thought about” or “felt 
like.” In other words, this category of answers projects the interviewee’s individual 
reflection upon images. This is a category of Symbolic. The children expressed what they 
saw based on cultural understanding 
Sixth, Category 6, expressed a connotation or link to a connotation beyond the 
images. Some interviewees directly pointed to a connotation which they determined from 
the images. In this category of answer, the interviewees may or may not talk about visible 
elements in the image, and mentioned an idea beyond naming the appearance of pictures 
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directly showed. For example, “I see the artist’s childhood, playing with another kid,” 
which is an answer beyond the vision of elements in Image 1. She mentioned “playing,” 
which she saw in the image, and connected a meaning (the artist’s childhood) which was 
beyond the image element directly showed.  
 “What does the picture mean?” When analyzing the data for this question, 
referring to the statements from the artists/museums, I first analyzed the children’s 
answers in two results— close and not close—to the meaning of the paintings which the 
artist wanted to convey. I then found out whether the children’s interpretations were close 
to the meanings of the paintings or not, thus their explanations could be sorted out into 
five categories. These five categories of children’s answers emerged from my data as, 
First, non-reflection (Category 1). The interviewees did not have any idea how to figure 
out the gist of the images. Their answers were like “I don’t know,” “I cannot figure an 
idea about it,” and “it didn’t jump out to me.”  
In the second category, the interviewees presented what they saw directly from 
the image (Category 2). Here, my interviewees presented what they saw directly in the 
images and regarded them as the meanings of the images. Take Image 1 (please refer to 
page 42 for the image), for example, a possible answer: “The artist wanted to say children 
playing in the garden.” In Category 2, interviewees did not dig deeper meaning out of the 
image by neither interpreting the images nor presenting what the appearances showed. 
Besides, to semiology, this category of answers was Iconic, as the sign physically 
resembles what it stands for to the viewers. 
The third category interviewees, mentioned an idea which linked the appearance 
of the picture (Category 3). With deeper comprehension, in the category, the interviewees 
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provided idea(s) which linked to the appearances of images. The idea(s) linked is obvious 
and easy to figure out in the image. For example, a possible answer: “The picture wants 
to say that playing with friends is fun,” “the artist is saying that the kids are really happy 
with each other,” and “it is good to play with friends.” This category of answers did not 
jump out from what the appearance in the image showed. The interviewees were able to 
link ideas from the pictures and regarded them as the main meanings of images.  
The interviewees in the fourth category, pointed out connotation(s) behind the 
appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have felt/thought 
(Category 4). This level of answers was presented more abstract compared to the last 
level. In the Category 4, the answers were the outcomes when the viewers looked at 
images and then linked to ideas behind images. The possible answers would be: “it is 
saying friendship,” “the artist wants to say the importance of freedom” and “the picture is 
showing how they played in the old days.” What my interviewees described was not 
something which could be directly seen in the image, but idea(s) they figured after 
looking at images, such as: holding hands was interpreted as friendship; bare feet meant 
freedom; the old fashion clothes were equal to the old days or countryside.  
Finally, in the fifth category, interviewees began to be critical or expressed 
self-opinion/association (Category 5). The answers were from the interviewees’ 
self-thought or association. As in the third category, the fourth category was also about “a 
notion” which is behind the appearance of a picture. However, the answers from 
Category 5 were more relatively individual, personal thinking, and/or nearly narrative 
compared to the other categories. Possible answers from this category included “The 
picture is saying that it is good to go outside; not just staying inside and playing video 
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games all day.” The interviewees expressed answers with their self-thoughts and/or their 
associations. S/he expressed his/her self-opinions upon the image, and the opinions were 
individually interpreted. 
“How do you like it? Why?” I concluded my interviewees’ answers in three 
results first: like, neutral, or dislike. I then analyzed the answers of “why.” And I found 
out that my participants’ answers agreed with Parsons’ (1987) five stages of aesthetic 
judgment. My interviewees’ answers could be classified into five categories: Favoritism, 
Beauty and Realism, Expressiveness, Style and Form, and Autonomy. According to 
Parsons (1987), the definitions of the five levels were (for more details please refer to 
page 20) 
According to Parsons (1987), the first stage, or the favoritism stage, this stage 
basically encompasses the responses of children in preschool ages. It is a stage about 
self-related processing and is mainly based on content, but somehow links content with 
personal beliefs. A viewer in this stage may be attracted to subject matter and colors.  
In the second stage, the beauty and explicit realism, children are fascinated with 
depictions that represent the real world; they were concerned with the beauty and reality 
of a painting.  
The third stage, expressiveness, is empathic, and considers what the artist might 
have felt and thought while making the artwork.  
The fourth stage, the style and form, is when the viewer is able to connect the 
artwork to its social and cultural meaning and value. Viewers in this stage are interested 
in the formal properties of a work. They believe medium, style, and technique help 
convey the message.  
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In the final stage, autonomy, a viewer is not limited to the norm of the tradition. 
S/he may be able to think, raise questions, and build her/his own criteria to a work. A 
viewer is also able to use a sophisticated understanding of culture and history to interpret 
a work and its significance. 
“Is it a successful artwork? Why” First, I concluded the answers regarding if 
the children thought the images were successful or not. I then found out that Parsons’ 
(1987) five stages did not completely fit my research when I analyzed the data. Based on 
his theory I added one viewpoint to the category-- Devotion (to the artwork) – to analyze 
the data. Some of my interviewees judged an image by considering how much effort the 
artist put in. Many interviewees thought that a good artwork was supposed to take an 
artist more time, effort, and energy. Similarly, if an artist poured more time, effort, and 
energy into his/her work, the better his/her artwork would be and the higher evaluation it 
would receive. Also, what I found out when analyzing children’s answers was that my 
interviewees who were judging artwork did not like Parsons’ theory, which stressed 
developmental stages, but multiple viewpoints taken at the same time when a child was 
judging an artwork. It did not happen as a progressive development, but multiple stages, 
when my interviewees considered an artwork. For example, an interviewee might take 
“Beauty and Realism,” “Favoritism,” and “Expressiveness” viewpoints to judge an 
artwork instead of staying in the “Favoritism” level.      
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Image 1: Snap the Whip. 
 
Figure 4.1 Snap the Whip, 1872, by Winslow Homer.  
Retrieved from: The Metropolitan Museum of Art 
http://www.metmuseum.org/toah/works-of-art/50.41 
 
“What do you see?” 
The U.S. children. There were not any U.S. children who answered this 
question by describing each single subject (Category 1). Seven of the U.S interviewees 
answered what they saw in this image by describing the situations of what the subjects do 
(Category 3): kids playing, kids holding hands, a boy falling down, children having hats, 
kids playing outside, and kids running. Four U.S interviewees described contexts in 
narrative forms. They made stories while being asked the question. The stories were 
similar: 
I see a couple kids are holding their hands together, [They are] running and playing. 
One of the kids is trapped. They are all wearing hats. (Gary-1-1) 
[…] It looks like a cloudy day. They were on a farm in a country. They wear almost 
the same things. Most of them are wearing jackets. They are barefoot, except for him. 
They are playing and running. (Cliff-1-1) 
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Three interviewees described contexts with self-opinions and associations 
(Category 5) when asked to explain what they saw in the image. They used their 
imaginations and told a story. One of the interviewees thought the house in the image was 
that of a playing child: 
I see kids are running around on the grass and they are holding hands. They are playing 
a game. One kid is falling down on the ground. They are just having fun. There is a 
house in the background they share. The flowers were probably planted by their mom 
and dad. (Amy-1-1) 
They are trying to chase after and they are holding hands to each other. They are trying 
to catch him.[….] The person is trying to pulling him back. 
[….] (Kathy-1-1) 
 
Only one U.S. child pointed out subjects with some adjectives and quantities 
(Category 2): 
I saw: a red cabin in the background, eight people playing, some small flowers, a church, 
and some clouds. (Paul-1-1) 
 
The Taiwanese children. Five of the Taiwanese interviewees, Ze, Zhong, Cheng, 
Yu, and Rong, described single subjects (Category 1) when asked what they saw in the 
image. In semiology, the children’s answers were Iconic. The subjects they pointed to 
were the items they saw and they described them without any adjectives or descriptions. 
Their answers were described as: 
I see tree, house, children, flower, sky, window, cloth and pant. (Yu-1-1) 
There is a house, cloud, people, flower, and grass. (Cheng-1-1) 
 
Another five interviewees, Tian, Chi, Qing, Hsuan and Hui, described 
conditions/actions of subjects in a discontinuous form (Category 3): 
They are pulling and dragging each other. One boy is on his knees. The wind is blowing. 
The flowers are moving. (Qing-1-1) 
I see eight kids are playing in the field. A house made of wood. There are many colorful 
flowers. The grass is green. [And,] white clouds. (Chi-1-1) 
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Two interviewees, De and Yi, described subjects with adjectives and quantities 
(Category 2). Two other children described contexts as telling stories (Category 4):  
I see several children are hand in hand. One of them has fallen down. They are running 
without shoes at […] where there is a small house in the background. (Han-1-1) 
I saw many people; some of them are holding hands. This boy is dragging him. The first 
boy on the team is crawling. All of them are boys. Some of the boys are wearing shoes 
while others are barefoot; some are wearing hats while others are not. They are running 
holding hands in the field. (Yun-1-1) 
 
In this image, only one Taiwanese child, Rui, described what she thought by her 
association(Category 5): 
I see a group of kids playing in a garden. This garden belongs to one of the children 
who are playing. They are playing and one child is falling down. (Rui-1-1) 
 
“What does the picture mean?”  
The U.S. children. I found that eight of the U.S interviewees’ responses were 
very close to the meaning which the artist tried to convey. They mentioned the artist 
wanted to say that children are having fun, children being with each other, playing in the 
countryside and children feeling free. Seven of the children mentioned connotations 
and/or considered what the creator might have thought (Category 4). Some of their 
thoughts: 
Gary: He didn’t play a lot. When he saw children were playing, he thought it’s fun to 
draw it down. 
Neil: The artist wanted to say [the] children are free to play whenever they want. 
Alice: He wanted to say when he was a little boy, he played a lot. 
Nelson: It wants to show how the old days are different than days now. 
 
Five interviewees mentioned ideas which likened to the appearance of the image 
(Category 3), such as: 
Anne: The meaning is [that] having fun is fun. Going outside on a beautiful day and 
calling friends to play to have fun [is good]. 
Tad: It means the children are having fun. 
Cliff: He wants to say [that] it’s a very happy day, playing with friends. 
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Amy: the meaning is kids having fun. They are playing with friends.  
 
Jason and Eva came up with the ideas with their critical opinions and 
associations (Category 5). Their answers were: 
Jason: The picture is showing one of the old games in old days, a running game, to see 
who is the last one to stand. 
Eva: The picture is saying that it is good to go outside; not just staying inside and 
playing video game all day 
 
One interviewee, Susan, presented what she saw directly from the image when 
asked the meaning (Category 2): “It is a picture saying they are playing around with each 
other.” (Susan-1-2) 
The Taiwanese Children. Six Taiwanese interviewees’ answers were close to 
the meaning which the artist wanted to convey. Cheng, Zhong, Qing, Chi, Rui, and De 
figured that it was a picture to say: kids in countryside, playing free, having fun, 
friendship, and gathering. Hui and Rong figured an idea further: expressing an old world 
which is different than today’s world. Although the answer was not what the artist tried to 
convey originally; however, it was a delightful answer from 8-years-old kids. In addition, 
three kids figured close answers mentioned about “conflict,” “avoiding conflict” and 
“fighting.” Putting the answers into the five categories, I found that seven interviewees 
were in the third category—mentioned an idea which linked the appearance of the 
picture—and another seven children were in the category 4— pointed out connotations 
behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have felt. 
Only one interviewee, Rui, presented what she saw directly from the image as the 
meaning of the image (Category 2): “The artist wanted to say children are playing in the 
garden” (Rui-1-2).  
51 
“How do you like it? Why?” 
The U.S. children. One interviewee, Gary, was neutral when asked the question. 
He explained: “I like how detailed it is but I don’t like what the people are doing2.” I 
classified his answer in both viewpoints of the Beauty and Realism and the 
Expressiveness. The fourteen children all responded that they liked the picture. Two of 
them, Susan and Paul, had multiple viewpoints when explaining their preferences. 
Susan’s answer was:  
I like it because it is realistic. And, it shows how much happiness there is, when you see 
it, you can feel it. (Susan-1-3) 
 
Susan and Paul took the Beauty and Realism viewpoint and the Expressiveness 
viewpoints. From the remainder of the children who liked the image, five of them (Jason, 
Eva, Tad, Neil and Alice) took the Favoritism viewpoint, five of them (Gary, Cliff, Amy, 
Hank and David) had the Expressiveness viewpoint and three of them (Anne, Kathy and 
Nelson) had the Beauty and Realism viewpoint. Some examples of the Favoritism 
viewpoint were: “because it drew people running without shoes, which I like very much” 
(Alice-1-3), “because I love to do what they are doing” (Neil-1-3), “because it shows a 
game and no shoes” (Eva-1-3) and “I like it because I like playing outside too” (Tad-1-3). 
The children’s answers were subjective. Five children who loved the picture with the 
Expressiveness viewpoint had answers like: “I like it because it makes me feel like I am 
playing with my friends” (Amy-1-3), “it made me want to play outside” (Cliff-1-3) and 
“it expresses kids playing and how they play very well” (Hank-1-3). There was not any 
U.S. interviewee who took the Style and Form viewpoint or the Autonomy viewpoint.  
                                                 
2
 I further asked what he meant. He said that he couldn’t figure why the people were described holding 
hands and running in the setting; he did not get any ideas of what the picture meant, which was confusing 
to influence his preference. 
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The Taiwanese children. Only one Taiwanese child, Chi, mentioned that she did 
not particularly like the picture. She explained: “I wish there were more people in this 
image, and more trees should be drawn, so that the composition would be more balanced” 
(Chi-1-3). She chose the Style and Form viewpoint when judging her preference. Most 
children, five of the interviewees, took the Favoritism viewpoint when explaining why 
they liked the picture, such as: “[sic] it drew nature and I love nature. It drew a sunny day 
and I like sunny day” (Rong); “I like it because it has flowers, grass, and a brick house” 
(Hui); and “It is colorful so I like it; colorful stuff is the best” (Zhong). Four Taiwanese 
interviewees had the Expressiveness viewpoint: “it makes me feel happy” (Tian); “being 
together with one another is happy, so I like it” (Cheng); “It shows freedom to me so it is 
good” (Qing); and “it depicts a happy scene with a family going out” (De). Three 
children’s answers were classified in Beauty and Realism viewpoint, because they 
mentioned “beautiful setting” (Rui), “human figures were portrayed very well” (Ze), and 
“it has a beautiful scenery; it is realistic, just like a real one; it is very beautiful” (Yu). 
 
“Is it a successful artwork? Why” 
The U.S. children. All the U.S. interviewees thought the picture was a 
successful art work. The majority of participants (six children) held the Beauty and 
Realism viewpoint to judge this artwork. Gary, Jason, Eva, Cliff, David and Kathy all 
mentioned that the picture was realistic and very detailed. Four children— Paul, Neil, 
Susan, and Nelson— considered it was a good artwork because the artist put much effort, 
time, and energy to make it such a perfect painting (the Devotion viewpoint): 
Paul: It is perfect because I think he tried his best. (Paul-1-5)  
Neil: It is successful. He put all the details. There is nothing left to do. It seems like took 
many years to finish. I think he did a great job. (Neil-1-5) 
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Susan: It took long time to make. He did a lot of details to make this a good piece. 
(Susan-1-5) 
 
 Three interviewees had institutive delight to the artwork (the Favoritism 
viewpoint). Anne, Tad and Alice all mentioned: “It was just good,” “very pretty,” “a 
great job,” “beautiful picture,” etc., thus I placed them in the Favoritism category. Two 
interviewees took the Expressiveness viewpoint and explained: “It is a successful artwork 
because they
3
are having fun, I feel I am having fun.” (Amy-1-4); and “Because it shows 
kids having fun, I think it is fun so it is good” (Hank-1-4). There were not any U.S. 
children who took multiple viewpoints when judging the picture. Furthermore, I 
compared the children’s answers and viewpoints between this question and the question: 
“How do you like it? Why?” I found that five interviewees had individual consistencies. 
Meaning, the five individuals had the same answers and viewpoints toward the same 
image while answering the two questions. In other words, the reasons for their 
preferences (like or not) and judgments (successful or not) were consistent; they took the 
same viewpoints, and had the same reasons to decide their preferences and make 
judgments. Alice and Tad took the same viewpoint of the Favoritism to questions 3 and 4; 
Amy and Hank took the Expressiveness viewpoint to both questions; Kathy’s answer was 
classified in the Beauty and Realism viewpoint, and I analyzed the data of questions 3 
and 4. 
The Taiwanese children. All the Taiwanese interviewees agreed on the success 
of the picture. Three of them, De, Qing, and Yun, took multiple viewpoints to judge the 
artwork. The most popular viewpoint taken was the Beauty and Realism viewpoint; in 
                                                 
3
 She mentioned the children shown in the picture. 
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fact, it was calculated 13 times. The children cared about realism when considering the 
success of the artwork. Hui mentioned: “It is just like a real picture from a camera” 
(Hui-1-4). The Favoritism viewpoint was analyzed four times, and the four children— Yi, 
Qing, Yun, and Chi—were strongly attracted to the colorful picture. Only the Devotion 
viewpoint was evolved among the Taiwanese children’s answers. The Taiwanese 
interviewee, De, answered: “Because it is so detailed and real. Look at the house and the 
scenery; they were so hard to make it look this level; and to make it like real. He must 
take a lot of energy to do it” (De-1-4). I classified him as taking the Beauty and Realism 
viewpoint and the Devotion viewpoints. I also compared children’s answers and 
viewpoints in this question and the last question (“How do you like it? Why?”), I found 
three interviewees, Rui, Yu, and Ze, had individual consistencies, and these individuals 
took the same viewpoints (the Beauty and Realism viewpoint) toward their preferences 
and judgments in this image. 
 
Summary  
I concluded several significant findings from the children reading Image 1 for 
further discussion in Chapter 6: 
1. When discussing what they saw, the Taiwanese children described individual 
subjects (Category 1 and Category 2)
4
 more often than the U.S. children 
(The U.S: 1/15; Taiwanese: 7/15). The U.S. children described contexts as 
narratives (Category 4 and Category 5) more often than the Taiwanese 
                                                 
4
 For the interview question 1, the Category 1 is described each single subject; the Category 2 is described 
subjects with adjectives and/or quantity adjective; the Category 3 is described conditions/actions of subjects 
and/or the narration is discontinuous; the Category 4 is described a context as a narrative form; the 
Category 5 is described a context with self-experience/opinion and/or association and the Category 6 is 
expressed a connotation or linked to a connotation beyond the images. 
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children did. (The U.S: 7/15; Taiwanese: 3/15) 
2. The most popular trend for both groups of children to express what they saw 
in the image was to describe conditions/actions of subjects (Category 3). 
3. Seven out of the 15 U.S. children realized the meaning of the image while 6 
out of fifteen Taiwanese did.  
4. When explaining preference, none of the U.S. children took the Style and 
Form viewpoint, while three Taiwanese children did. 
5. Every child thought the image was a successful artwork although not 
everyone liked it. Also, five U.S. children and three Taiwanese children had 
individual consistencies between their preferences and judgments of the 
image being successful. 
6. The most influential viewpoint from both groups of children’s preference was 
Expressiveness (eleven times calculated). The most influential viewpoint of 
judging Image 1 being successful or not was the Beauty and Realism 
viewpoint (total of 19 times calculated). 
7. When judging the artwork as being successful or not, no child took the Style 
and Form viewpoint. None of the U.S. children took multiple viewpoints 
when judging this image. 
56 
Image 2: Cider Making. 
 
Figure 4.2 Cider Making, 1840-4, by William Sidney Mount. 
Retrieved from: The Metropolitan Museum of Art  
http://www.metmuseum.org/toah/works-of-art/66.126 
 
“What do you see?” 
The U.S. children. Six U.S. interviewees—Gary, Jason, Eva, Amy, Alice and 
Susan—described what they saw as narratives with their own self-thoughts or 
associations (Category 6). They made up stories about the elements they saw in the 
pictures. Of the interviewees, Gary associated the background of Civil War world when 
he made the story: 
I see cowboys. I guess this may be around the Civil War. The slaves were working on 
the barrels to make drinks. (Gary-2-1) 
[…] the barrels are beer. They have the small and first house in the background. 
[…] (Eva-2-1) 
I think there is food inside the barrels because they tried to open them. They tried to 
take the food to feed their young. [….] Some of them are already back over here and 
they looked for some food. (Alice-2-1) 
I see in the past, people worked very hard. In some places, it is very hard to get some 
stuff, so you have to work very hard to get what you need. I see people taking break 
here because they worked very hard. (Susan-2-1) 
57 
 
Three interviewees, Neil, Cliff, and David, described narrative contexts about 
the elements in the images (Category 4). Cliff’s story described: 
I see people working in a village, with barrels. A horse is pulling a barrel. There is a 
house behind it. It is also a cloudy day, maybe sunset or sunrise. (Cliff-2-1) 
 
Four interviewees, Tad, Hank, Kathy and Nelson, answered the question by 
describing what subjects are doing (Category 3). The contents of statements were not 
connected as narratives. Kathy’s answer was: 
I see people riding horses and working. Some people are sitting down and watching 
other people. Some animals are in it too. There is a horse, something is here. I also see 
barrels and people are trying to open barrels. The house is in the background. [….] 
(Kathy-2-1) 
 
Paul answered what he saw by pointing out every single item (Category 1), 
while Anne pointed out items using with adjectives:  
I see a great sky, a white horse, mountains, and a beautiful setting. (Anne-2-1) 
 
I also found that the animals in the image—a horse, pigs, and the dog—were 
pointed out by thirteen of my U.S. interviewees. Although animals were not the most 
important subjects in the image and they were painted relatively indistinct, they may play 
important roles when children describe their observations or stories.   
The Taiwanese children. Category 3, describe conditions/actions of subjects 
and/or the narration is discontinuous/irrelevant, was the most popular classification 
among all Taiwanese interviewees’ answers. Seven interviewees, De, Hui, Han, Ze, Qing, 
Tian and Hsuan, explained what they saw in a discontinuous form (Category 3). They 
skipped from one subject to another while describing: 
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I see a horse. There are people working. Houses are in the background. Two people are 
next to the barrels. People are working really hard. (Hui-2-1) 
 
One Taiwanese child, Rui, made up her story from her imagination when 
answering the question (Category 5): 
This is a couple and their [sic] mining a field. They are working hard to move oil drums. 
There was someone riding a horse. This is a road, the main way to the castle. (Rui-2-1) 
 
Another Taiwanese interviewee, Yun, answered the question in her narrative 
(Category 4). Although her story is not meaningful, her explanation is very clear for the 
listeners/viewers to picture an image: 
There are two people wearing black clothes sitting on the ground while there is a doggy 
next to them. There is another barrel next to this barrel, and there is a girl sitting next to 
the barrel. There is a big pavilion behind them; the pavilion is brown in color. Some 
people standing ahead the pavilion is doing a barrel. Another person behind them is 
training a horse in the back. (Yun-2-1) 
 
Three Taiwanese interviewees, Yu, Zhong and Rong, answered the questions by 
listing each single subject (Category 1). Another three children, Cheng, Yi and Chi, listed 
the subjects with adjectives (Category 2), such as: people riding horses, white clouds, 
people sitting next to barrels, some people, a little bower and etc.  
As thirteen U.S. interviewees answered, there were twelve interviewees who 
mentioned the animals in their statement as well. Both groups of children noticed animal 
subjects when looking at the image although animal subjects were not the most important 
subjects in the image. 
 
“What does the picture mean?”  
The U.S. children. William Sidney Mount drew this picture with political clues 
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of the presidential election of 1840. Regardless of what political messages were behind 
the picture, which the artist tried to cue as well, the image showed a cider mill with a 
simple log cabin, hardworking workers, and barrels in a rural setting. Seven U.S. 
children— Hank, Tad, Kathy, Susan, Gary, Eva and Cliff—were talking about “working 
hard,” “hard working,” “back in time,” “long ago” and “getting rest,” which were very 
close to what the image itself expresses. However, one of the U.S. children, Jason, could 
not figure out any meaning in this picture when we discussed the image. Not only for the 
Image 2, but also for the Image 3, Jason seemed to have a hard time figuring anything out. 
Nine children—Paul, Anne, Tad, Neil, Cliff, Amy, David, Alice, and Susan—pointed out 
connotations behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might 
have meant (Category 4), such as: 
Tad: The artist thought people should be free because they work hard, and they deserve 
some rest. 
Cliff: To show what it looked like back in the Western days, such as working. Also 
could be he doesn’t really like to work. 
David: The author was in Texas. He wanted everyone [to] see that he was there.  
Susan: People from long time ago worked very hard because they had to earn stuff. 
 
However, one child, Amy, totally looked at the image in a different way. She 
thought it was a family who chose a day to clean the house, move the barrels out and 
keep their place clean. She explained: 
Amy: The picture is saying that we should keep the house clean, so if we get tired, we 
can have a place to relax. 
 
In Amy’sthought, if people did not have a clean house, people would be like the 
three figures in the foreground, who can only relax outside on the ground. For her, the 
image is something about cleaning, not working. She further explained that she likes to 
clean house with her family. Cleaning is an enjoyable activity instead of a hard work to 
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her, especially doing cleaning with her family. I then understood that when children 
projected their experiences to an image to interpret it, the definition of a “word,” which 
had a common consensus, might be varied as well. In Amy’s case, the definition of 
“work” to her, “cleaning”, what she interpreted in the image, was not “work” at all but 
something she enjoyed as a pleasant activity. 
One interviewee, Nelson, expressed his thought when asked what the image tries 
to convey (Category 5):  
Nelson: The picture is saying how they planted stuff to get food. They didn’t have cars 
back in time. It was more difficult to get around. They didn’t have a nice house either. 
 
Two interviewees, Hank and Kathy, presented what they saw directly in the 
image as the meaning of the image (Category 2). Another two interviewees, Gary and 
Eva, mentioned the meanings which linked the appearance of the picture (Category 3), 
such as: “It is saying people back then worked hard [….] because the people are pushing 
hard” (Gary), and “it is saying how hard the old days worked about the beer or soda” 
(Eva). 
The Taiwanese children. Four interviewees, Ze, De, Qing and Cheng, 
mentioned the ideas which were close to the meaning of the image: “working hard,” 
“getting rests after work,” and “insufficient resources.” Overall, one interviewee, Yi, 
presented what he saw directly from the image (Category 2): “It is saying working on 
barrels”. One interviewee, Ze, mentioned an idea which linked the appearance of the 
picture (Category 3): “It is saying people need to work hard.” Eleven children pointed out 
connotations behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might 
have thought (Category 4). Some of their connotations matched the artist’s meaning of 
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the image, some of them were close to it, and some of them were not; such as: 
Yu: It is saying that we need to help poor people. 
De: The artist is telling us that we can get some rest after working hard. 
Hui: The picture tells us that we have something people did not have back in time, so 
we need to cherish everything. 
Rui: The picture is expressing a story of a couple who earn a living by selling oil. 
Yun: The artist said that he loves this land by drawing this picture. 
 
One child, Rong, associated the picture with her imagination (Category 5) by 
saying: 
Rong: The picture told us that, in that time, there was a drought and famine. There was 
only one water-well left. So they used the barrel to stock water. Finally they know that 
they need to save resources. 
 
One Taiwanese child, Tian, could not figure out any meaning in the image 
(Category 1). Tian responded: “…too many things in the picture, but I can’t see any 
particular thing the artist is trying to say.” Although I guided him to look into details to 
figure some ideas, he could not make any further statement but kept responding “It is not 
clear. I don’t really understand the meaning. I am not sure what the most important thing 
in the picture is.”    
 
“How do you like it? Why?” 
The U.S. children. Two interviewees, Jason and Paul, disliked the picture. They 
both mentioned that they did not get idea of the picture; they did not know what the 
picture was saying. I classified their answers in the Expressiveness viewpoint since they 
considered the conveyed meaning of the picture influenced their preferences. Four more 
interviewees, Tad, Neil, Amy and Susan, took the Expressiveness viewpoint in answering 
the question. “The picture brings out the past, showing people working hard to get things 
[…]” (Susan); “[…] it made me feel that I helped [cleaning the house]”; “it shows people 
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working hard, and I worked hard in school too.” (Tad); and “the artist did really show a 
hundred years ago which he wanted to make.” (Neil). Six children’s answers (Eva, Hank, 
David, Alice, Kathy, and Nelson) were classified in the Beauty and Realism viewpoint, 
for example: “It looks like real people helping people to get food.” (Alice), “it is very 
detailed and has lots of things you can see” (Kathy), and “It looks like it’s actually there 
is a house, an animal in the background. It has a lot of details […]” (David). Three 
interviewees, Gary, Anne and Cliff, mentioned their preferences in a subjective way, the 
Favoritism viewpoint: “I like it because there is a man spinning something, which is 
interesting” (Gary), “It reminds me of my favorite day at school—western day” (Cliff), 
and “I like to see beautiful views” (Anne). Same as the last picture, none of the 
interviewees took the Style and Form viewpoint and the Autonomy viewpoint when 
explaining their preferences. 
The Taiwanese children. One interviewee, Rui, showed neutral when asked her 
preference. She took the Expressiveness viewpoint to explain: “It’s ok because I didn’t 
really get an idea about the meaning of the picture. But, I think he did a good job since I 
know these are people and this is an animal.” Two children, Hsuan and Chi, disliked the 
picture, and they were the only two in this image who were classified in the Style and 
Form viewpoint. They talked about the composition such as balance, size, color, etc., and 
felt the artist could fix them to be more perfect. Of the interviewees who liked the picture, 
seven children took the Beauty and Realism viewpoint. For example: “It looks real.” (Yu); 
“this, this, this and this (was pointing clouds, horse, mountain and the house) are very 
beautiful, like real” (Han); and “it is very delicate, looks real” (Zhong). I classified three 
children’s answers (De, Cheng, and Hui) in the viewpoint of the Favoritism because they 
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mentioned something they loved in the image such as animals and people riding horses. 
Rong had multiple viewpoints, the Expressiveness and the Beauty and Realism; and 
explained: “I like it because it expresses us saving [natural] resources5; I especially like 
the water-well which looks like a real one.” Two more children, Rui and Qing, took the 
viewpoint of the Expressiveness; Rui said “I like it because it well expresses the feeling 
of people working.” There was not any Taiwanese child who took the Autonomy 
viewpoint.  
 
“Is it a successful artwork? Why” 
The U.S. children. Among the U.S. children, only Paul did not agree with the 
work being successful. He had multiple viewpoints, the Expressiveness and the Style and 
Form; and explained:  
It needs more details; many details should be taken care, like, [to] draw someone is 
planting here, so the whole painting can look completed. And, it is confusing. I don’t 
know what the guys doing over here. (Paul-2-4) 
 
The other child who took multiple viewpoints: the Beauty and Realism and the 
Devotion, liked the picture. He explained: 
It’s a good artwork because he did a lot of work and a lot of background. It took a long 
time to finish. And it looks like real, just like what they were back in time. So it is very 
successful. (Nelson-2-4) 
 
Except for Paul, the rest of fourteen children thought the picture was a good 
artwork; thirteen of them had a single viewpoint when judging the picture (Nelson had 
multiple viewpoints as well). Six children (Gary, Eva, Neil, Cliff, Susan and Nelson) took 
                                                 
5
 (Rong-2-1) Rong thought that Image 3 was to tell that “[….], there was a drought and a famine. There 
was only one water-well left. So they used the barrel to stock water. Finally they know that they need to 
save resources” 
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the Devotion viewpoint when judging the image. They all thought the artist put forth 
much effort to make it, such as Cliff and Neil’s explanation:  
Cliff: He did a great job. He painted something which was long time ago. He probably 
did not know much about it but still made it. It is difficult to make a picture like this if 
you do not know much about it. (Cliff-2-5) 
Neil: If you want to make a painting like this, you got a lot of works to do. He 
worked hard on this and did everything right. It took lots of time to be done. 
(Neil-2-5) 
Three children judged the picture by the Favoritism viewpoint; instead of 
explaining further, Jason, Anne, and Tad had intuitive delight to the picture when judging 
it was a good one. Four interviewees, Hank, David, Kathy and Nelson took the Beauty 
and Realism viewpoint; They were addicted in its beauty and how realistic the picture 
was. Of the children who loved the picture, Amy and Alice took the Expressiveness 
viewpoint, conveying meanings to its viewers was important to them, Alice explained: 
It is a good painting because it shows that people are working hard to get food to eat. It 
also shows people helping each other. (Alice-2-4) 
 
Furthermore, I compared children’s answers and viewpoints between this 
question and the question “How do you like it? Why?” I found that five interviewees had 
individual consistencies: Anne, Amy, David, Kathy and Hank. In other words, the five 
children decided their preferences and judgments in the same viewpoints. For instance, 
David liked Image 2 because he thought the image looks real and thought it was beautiful 
(classified in the Category 2: Beauty and Realism). When asked if the image being 
successful or not, David responded “yes.” His reason was because the image is realistic 
(classified in the Category 2: Beauty and Realism). He mentioned that the animals look 
real, the people look real and everything looks real to him.  
The Taiwanese Children. When asked the Taiwanese interviewees’ judgments 
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of the picture, four interviewees (Yu, Han, Cheng, and Chi) held a “not so good”6 
attitude. Except for Yu, three of them had multiple viewpoints. Overall, six interviewees 
took multiple viewpoints when judging the image: De, Cheng, Yi, Hui, Han and Chi. The 
major viewpoint taken was Beauty and Realism, which was classified twelve times. The 
second most taken viewpoint was the Expressiveness, which was calculated seven times. 
Twice of the Style and Form viewpoints were taken and the Favoritism viewpoint was 
taken once. A significant finding in analyzing data for the answers in this question was 
that none of the Taiwanese children mentioned about the artist’s Devotion, while it was 
the most popular viewpoint taken by the U.S. children. Furthermore, same as the U.S. 
group, five interviewees’ answers (by Yun, Ze, Qing, Zhong and Yu) for this questions 
and the last question
7
 had individual consistencies, which meant that their considerations 
were the same in the preferences and the judgments of good artworks. 
 
Summary 
To conclude the above qualitative analysis for the Image 2, I summarized that: 
1. Same as Image 1, in this image, most (one third) children described 
conditions/actions of subjects (category 3) when they explained what they 
saw, such as, “people are working, there is a white horse in the background, a 
person is hitching a horse.” Of them, 7 were Taiwanese; 4 were the U.S 
children. 
                                                 
6
 In general, I assumed that Taiwanese children were more conservative to say “no” or give negative 
comments. Hence, when they said “so-so,” “not so good” or “it’s ok,” it did not mean they have neutral 
attitude. I, then, would be listening carefully to their following statements and then changed their “so-so,” 
“not so good” or “it’s ok,” to “no” when I think it was nearly a negative comment. 
7
 During the interviewees, I always asked the question of “How do you like it? And why?” before the 
question of “Is it a good/successful artwork? And why?” 
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2. As the result of Image 1, for Image 2, the U.S. children described contexts to 
explain what they saw more than Taiwanese children (9/15 vs. 2/15). 
3. Both groups of children stressed the subjects of animals in this painting (the 
horse, the dog and the pig) although the animals are not the main subjects in 
the image. I considered that, for both groups of children, animal subject is 
more interesting than any other subjects to them. 
4. Seven out of fifteen U.S. children comprehended closer or correct meanings in 
the Image 2 while five out of fifteen Taiwanese did. 
5. Different from Image 1, most children took the Beauty and Realism (category 
2) viewpoint in this image (14 times classified) when asked their preferences. 
They liked the image being realistic and detailed. 
6. Same as the Image 1, none of the U.S. children took the Style and Form 
(category 4) viewpoint when being asked preference while there were two 
Taiwanese children to do so. 
7. When judging the artwork, more Taiwanese children that took multiple 
viewpoints than the U.S. children did. (6 vs. 2) There were not any Taiwanese 
children took the Devotion viewpoint (category 6) while it was the most 
popular viewpoint among the U.S children (6 times calculated). 
8. In this image, when children of both groups could not get clear information to 
read its meaning, they projected their self-experience to interpret it; thus, the 
interpretation may be very subjective. 
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Image 3: Children at Play in an Autumn Garden. 
 
Figure 4.3 Children at Play in an Autumn Garden (fl. Mid-12th c), by Han-Chen Su. 
Retrieved from: National Palace Museum http://www.npm.gov.tw/en/Article.aspx?sNo=04000963 
 
“What do you see?” 
The U.S. children. Alice and Susan told stories with their associations, so I 
classified them in Category 5 (described a context with self-experience/opinion and/or 
association):  
I see two kids are playing. They are in a party. In the party, they picked toys from here 
and brought them to this table. (Susan-3-1) 
Two little kids are playing and painting. They are having a tea party and collecting 




Five children—Neil, Cliff, Amy, Kathy, and Nelson—described contexts as 
narratives when asked the question: “What do you see?” I classified them in the category 
4. For example: 
A boy and a girl are playing a game on the table. The other table has more games, food, 
and drinks. There is a tree behind and it has some cherry blossoms on it. The kids are 
wearing ropes. There is a bowl down on the ground, and the shadow of the tree [is on 
the ground as well]. Chinese writing is on the top and some stamps. (Cliff-3-1) 
 
Neil’s narrative was shorter: 
It is a regular day, one thousand years ago, there were two kids doing something on the 
table. (Neil-3-1) 
 
Although Neil’s narrative is short, it was a completed narrative, and the gist of 
his narrative was clear and understandable. One of the interesting narratives was from 
Amy: She thought it was a painting about Christmas time.  
It is Christmas time. The kids are opening Christmas gifts. The two kids are brother and 
sister. They have a nice house. (Amy-3-1) 
 
The other interviewee associating the image with Christmas was Hank who 
described conditions/actions of the subjects in the painting (Category 3):  
They are drinking on the table. They are having a Christmas costume. [There are] some 
cookies on the table. (Hank-3-1)”  
 
Amy and Hank’s narratives reminded me of an important message which 
Barthes (1964) proposed as the “signified” and “signifier” (for more details please refer 
to chapter 2). Signs work in a culture. In the two children’s answers, the flowers, toys 
(gifts), and children’s dressing in the Chinese painting were the signifiers to signify 
“Christmas time.” For Amy and Hank, without the conception they learned in their 
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cultures, the symbols of flowers, gifts (toys) and costume did not mean much. They 
culturally learned the significations of the symbols of flowers and costumes, and then 
culturally projected them as the same idea (Christmas time) to the Chinese flowers and 
costumes.  
Another two interviewees, Gary and David, also answered the questions by 
stating subjects’ conditions/actions, and the contents they described were not relevant as 
a meaningful context (Category 3).  
Five interviewees (Jason, Eva, Paul, Anne and Tad) pointed out single subjects 
(Category 1) such as tree, flowers, kids, tables, etc. Tad described subjects with further 
descriptions: “children playing, some flowers in the background” (Tad-3-1). Compared to 
Image 1 and Image 2, the U.S. children pointing out single subjects increased in Image 3. 
In addition, all the U.S. interviewees mentioned “a tree” when looking at the 
giant object in the painting; however, it was only Kathy who looked at the details and 
changed her mind saying “not a big tree, it is a stone” (for more discussions, please see 
The Taiwanese Children section). 
The Taiwanese children. The most special and the only answer in response to 
the question for describing the image among thirty children was from a Taiwanese 
interviewee: Hsuan. When asked what she saw in the image, she answered “I see the 
artist’s childhood, playing with another kid”(Hsuan-3-1) Although she mentioned 
“playing” and “kid,” as the majority of the children talked about, I sorted out her answer 
as the sixth category—express a connotation or link to a connotation beyond the images. 
Not alike the other five categories, children describing subjects or contexts, Category 6 is 
a level which a child reached a higher perception to recognize further meaning behind the 
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appearance of an image regardless what s/he believes to be right or wrong. One 
interviewee, De, described what he saw as a narrative with his associations (Category 5): 
I see children are playing with some toys. There are many toys on the tables for them. 
They are playing this table of toys after playing with the other one. […] (De-3-1) 
 
Another two interviewees told stories from their observations (Category 4: 
described a context as a narrative form): 
I see two children are playing games. They are playing games under the big tree. 
(Qing-3-1) 
Someone was doing something over this table. And the two children are playing here, 
under the big tree. There are many flowers on the tree. (Rui-3-1) 
 
Five interviewees, Zhong, Rong, Ze, Tian and Yun, were classified in Category 
3. They described conditions/actions of subjects in the painting, and some of the 
narrations were not in focus. Furthermore, comparing two U.S. children thinking that the 




There are two children standing the eggs upright. There are grasses and flowers aside. 
There is a big tree aside. They are playing under a tree. (Ze-3-1) 
People are standing the eggs right. There is a tree. Some Chinese writing is on top left 
of the image. (Zhong-3-1) 
There are two little kids. They are playing games. There are tables with many toys on 
them. There are many flowers. There is a big tree. (Rong-3-1) 
 
Same as the last section of the U.S. children talking about “Christmas time,” 
standing the egg upright was what the two children learned in their cultures. It occurred 
                                                 
8
 It is a Chinese traditional activity which people do in the Dragon Boat Festival, one of the three important 
holidays in Chinese culture. Allegedly, it will bring the person a year’s worth of good luck if the person can 
stand the egg upright at noon during the day. 
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when the denotative meaning of the sign was made to stand for the value-system of their 
cultures. 
Six interviewees (Yu, Cheng, Han, Yi, Hui, and Chi) pointed out subjects in the 
images when expressing what they saw (Category 1 and Category 2). Among them, Yi 
and Chi described subjects with adjectives (Category 2) such as Chi’s answer: “A big 
(big) tall tree, two tables, and white flowers” (Chi-3-1).  
When analyzing both groups of data, I found out that all of the children 
mentioned the subject of “big tree [sic].” However, there is not a tree in the image. The 
relatively giant object along the right side of the image is not a tree as the children talked 
about; it is a tall garden rock
9
. Only one of the U.S. interviewees (Kathy) had doubts 
about it and then changed her mind to consider it was a big stone instead of a big tree 
when she looked at it twice. When this finding showed up, I realized that among four 
images I selected, Image 3 was a special one to the children. Ancient Chinese painting 
had different techniques of expression comparing the rest of the three images (techniques 
and criteria of western painting/oil painting) in this study. Although Image 3 was 
considered a Chinese painting in a realistic style
10
, the nature and quality of Chinese 
painting made itself look different than Western realistic painting with which children 
were familiar.   
Furthermore, most of the interviewees could recognize the two people in the 
image as little kids; but just a couple of them could tell one is a girl and the other is a boy. 
When describing the kids in the image, three U.S. interviewees (Nelson, David, and Amy) 
                                                 
9
 ‘On the right side of "Children Playing in an Autumn Garden" is a tall garden rock and hibiscus as a pair 
of children hunch over a stool and concentrate on their game of spinning dates.’ 
Retrieved from National Palace Museum http://www.npm.gov.tw/exh100/harmony/eng_info.html Accessed 
June 19th 2013 
10
 Generally, in terms of techniques, there were two types of Chinese painting: freehand and realistic.  
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mentioned “brother and sister,” and one U.S. child (Cliff) said, “a boy and a girl.” None 
of the Taiwanese mentioned the sex of the two kids. I wondered whether it was because 
Taiwanese children’s gender awareness is relatively conservative and develops late in its 
culture. In addition, only one child (Taiwanese interviewee: Yu) noticed there is an 
extremely tiny insect at the left middle side of the picture. The tiny insect is too small to 
be ignored by the majority of interviewee; only Yu noticed it. 
 
“What does the picture mean?”  
The U.S. children. For the U.S interviewees, I found that this picture was more 
difficult to understand than other pictures in this study. Four interviewees, Paul, Jason, 
Tad and Gary, were not able to describe, or even guess, a purpose of the image when I 
asked them the question. Besides Paul and Jason, who had a hard time figuring the 
meanings of the images in this study, I felt that, by contrast to the other images, the U.S 
children hung back in answering questions of a Chinese painting. However, I did not 
push them much to answer. Jason said, “I don’t know Chinese painting. I don’t know 
what it is supposed to be.” Gary would not even try to guess an answer. Also, Neil stated: 
“It would be easier if I knew the words11.” Neil's answer reminded me of the theory of 
Peirce (1931-58)—icon, symbol, and index. Neil considered that the words on the 
Chinese painting were important information for him to construct the understanding of 
the image. However, he did not know Chinese language, so the words became 
meaningless symbols to him since they existed in their own symbolic sign system which 
                                                 
11
 What he mentioned was the words on the left top side of the painting. The inscription was one of the 
important parts of a good Chinese painting. The inscription shows what an artist feels about or the main 
idea of the painting he made. Chinese people have believed that painting and calligraphy are from the same 
origin.  
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Neil did not share. Here, I realized that all elements in Image 3, to the children not 
familiar with the culture or the function of symbol system, might stand for nothing unless 
the children were able to associate with it.  
I read the remaining eleven interviewees’ answers; four of them got close to the 
meanings of the image: “playing with friend outside” (Cliff), “people playing in the old 
days” (Nelson), “people in China playing games” (Kathy), and “playing with family 
(Anne).” I then analyzed the children’s answers in five categories. Four children who did 
not have an answer, in Category 1 (non-reflection) were Jason, Tad, Paul, and Gary. Five 
children, Eva, Neil, Amy, Kathy and Nelson, described what they saw directly from the 
image when asked the meaning of the image (Category 2). For example: 
Eva: It means old Chinese game.  
Kathy: It says that people in China enjoy playing games. 
Nelson: It is saying people are playing. 
 
Anne, Cliff, Hank, David, Alice, and Susan responded in Category 4, because 
they pointed out connotations behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the 
creator might have thought. For example: 
Cliff: The artist wanted to say that he likes to play games outside with friends. Also, 
wanted to say that he doesn’t just like a game; he has a lot of games. [He] has all games.  
David: To let people know what people do when they are very young. 
Susan: It means the truth in China, Chinese part of lives, and how life was longtime ago 
in China. 
 
The Taiwanese children. Compared to four U.S. children, only one Taiwanese 
child had no idea of the meaning of the painting. Chi responded that she could not 
understand what the artist wanted to say to its viewers through the painting. When eleven 
interviewees talked about the purposes of this painting, they mentioned the following 
words and sentences, which were close to the main idea of the image: “children playing,” 
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“playing together,” “children playing under a tree,” “happy playing,” “children’s lives 
from a long time ago in China,” and “children having fun together.” Also, the majority 
(ten children) of children pointed out connotations behind the appearance of the picture 
or considered what the artist might have thought when answering the question (Category 
4). For example: 
Cheng: It means when we play with our friends, we have to love each other and share 
games. 
Rong: It is saying about old Chinese lives, Chinese folkways, and lives of children. 
Ze: The picture wants to say let every child play happily. 
Qing: The artist drew this because he saw the process of children happily playing. 
 
Three children presented what they saw directly from the image as their 
interpretations of the image (Category 2), such as: “It is a picture meaning playing under 
a tree (Yun).” Rui would be able to figure further; so she expressed an idea which linked 
the appearance of the picture (Category 3): “It is saying [that] playing under a tree is very 
fun.” 
 
“How do you like it? Why?” 
The U.S. children. Fourteen interviewees said yes when I asked the question. 
However, Jason responded that he felt so-so about the painting. He explained: “There is 
nothing in the background, no sky either; I prefer colorful stuff.” (Jason-3-3) I classified 
his answer in the viewpoint of the Style and Form. The Style and Form viewpoint was 
classified in David’s answer as well: “it is nice how the artist made the piece: the tree has 
beautiful flowers on it, it is not bare, some stamps on the top, and the decoration of the 
two tables [was designed well].” (David-3-3) Both children considered the structure and 
the colors of the image when asked their preferences. Four children—Paul, Neil, Cliff 
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and Susan—were classified in the viewpoint of the Autonomy (Category 5) because they 
were able to make independent statements based on knowledge of art and culture as 
explaining their preferences: 
I like it because it is a painting from a different country. It is nice to see different 
paintings, to learn [….]” (Paul-3-3) 
I like it because it is a Chinese painting from thousands of years ago. And, it must have 
been hard to paint a thousand years ago, because maybe there were not enough things 
over there at that time.” (Neil-3-3) 
It makes me think of Japan and how much I like Asia. And the Chinese toys on the table 
interest me, I wanted to see and play. (Cliff-3-3) 
 
Three interviewees, Tad, Hank and Nelson, had the Beauty and Realism 
viewpoint when explained their preference: “The whole painting is very beautiful; 
especially, I am amazed by the flowers” (Tad); “I like it because of how detailed it is. It 
shows the tree is going this way normally and [….]” (Nelson); and “It shows a real tree, 
it’s colorful, just like a real tree on the ground” (Hank). Six interviewees (Gary, Eva, 
Anne, Amy, Alice and Kathy) took the Favoritism viewpoint. They liked the painting for 
numerous subjective reasons, such as: “It is like my sister and I are playing,” “it shows 
people at play, and I like to play,” “it has a lot of flowers,” “It has toys and games,” and 
etc.   
The Taiwanese children. Two interviewees, Chi and Tian, did not like the 
image; they both chose the Style and Form viewpoint to consider their preferences. They 
pointed out that the background/whole painting was too empty, in which the artist should 
have added something on it. Chi further mentioned that the color of the painting was too 
dark. Two children, Yu and Qing, had neutral feelings. Yu said, “Overall, I feel it is okay. 
The color is not beautiful, and he should not draw a mosquito there (Yu-3-3),” which I 
classified in the Favoritism viewpoint. Qing had multiple viewpoints of the 
76 
Expressiveness and the Style and Form, and she explained: “I like the feeling of children 
at play and playing together, but I don’t like the way he made the painting. He left too 
much empty [room].” The other eleven children said they liked the painting. Among 
them, Rong had the Autonomy viewpoint and explained:  
It is not like the previous painting
12
 we discussed, which had strong and thick colors 
and textures. This one is special. The painting is light and quiet; the colors are from 
light to strong
13
; the people were presented differently as well. [….] (Rong-3-3)  
 
During the conversation, Rong told me that she had Chinese painting experience 
and she realized that Chinese painting is distinct from other painting styles and forms. 
Among the interviewees who liked this image, De, Cheng, Han and Rui, had the 
Expressiveness viewpoint. All of them explained that the happiness that showed in the 
image was contagious; they felt happy too. Hui and Hsuan were classified in the 
viewpoint of the Favoritism, since the reasons explained were subjective and had strong 
attractions to the subjects in the painting (toys). Two children took the Beauty and 
Realism viewpoint, and they said, “The tree is so beautiful and looks like it is real” (Ze), 
and “the setting is beautiful; especially, the table was drawn so delicate and detailed” (Yi). 
Two interviewees, Yun and Zhong, took the Style and Form viewpoint to explain:  
Yun: How the colors of the flowers were drawn is perfect, from light to strong [….] 14. 
And also, everything in this painting is detailed and designed. (Yun-3-3)   
Zhong: This is just a good Chinese painting, with images, stamps and an inscription on 
it. (Zhong-3-3) 
 
                                                 
12
 She was talking about Image 1 and 2. Image 3 was the third image we discussed during the interview. 
13
 What she wanted to say is one of the four important skills in Chinese painting: color-gradation 
technique. 
14
 She was talking about color-gradation technique. 
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Overall, two children, Tian and Qing, took multiple viewpoints when they 
explained their preferences. Qing had the Expressiveness and the Style and Form 
viewpoints while Tian took the Beauty and Realism viewpoint and the Style and Form 
viewpoint. 
 
“Is it a successful artwork? Why” 
The U.S. children. One interviewee, Jason, mentioned that he did not feel that 
the picture was good. When I further asked him the reason, he said he could not explain 
why; he just felt it was not successful and nothing seemed to be interesting. I classified 
his answer in the Favoritism viewpoint since he judged the artwork by his subjective 
feelings. Fourteen U.S. interviewees agreed on the success of the painting; four of them 
took multiple viewpoints. The most significant finding for this image was: the only three 
times of the Autonomy viewpoint taken in my study was showed in this image when the 
U.S. children explained reasons of their judgments. Eva, Paul and Susan’s explanations 
were: 
I do not really like old paintings, but I like this one; because this is a Chinese painting. I 
don’t know why it is good, but it is a painting from another culture and I think the artist 
drew everything right. It shows old Chinese toys and stuff like that, and allows people 
from other countries to see. [Although] the background is brown, dark, I still thought it 
was good and I noticed many Chinese paintings had this brown paper. (Eva-3-4) 
 
I think it is a successful art work. I don’t know Chinese art but I believe this is good. It 
is not a majority of pictures. The way he drew is special, like the tiny details, two 
people and everything. [….] I don’t really get the meaning what he wanted to say, 
because I don’t know Chinese painting, so I don’t know how to say that. [Anyway,] I 
think it is good and it’s really good to see a picture like this. (Paul-3-4) 
 
It is a painting from thousands of years ago. It brings out how [a] Chinese painter drew 
art at that time. I wondered how people a long time ago could draw this. Actually it is a 
little weird to me, but I think it is good because he wanted to say something, about life 
over there, Chinese children, like that. [….] (Susan-3-4) 
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Behind what the words presented, to me, the three children were very open- 
minded to discuss the possibilities of art in different times, different cultures and different 
places. They also understood that art is a means to reach some goals but it does not have 
to be the same goals/criteria they were familiar with to understand or accept. In other 
words, they knew the values of art are varied, which was the reason I classified them in 
the Autonomy viewpoint. Besides participants shared, four times the Favoritism, the 
Beauty and Realism and the Devotion viewpoints were analyzed. Three times the 
Expressiveness and one time the Style and Form viewpoint were analyzed. In addition, 
Anne and Paul held the same viewpoints to decide the preferences and the judgments of 
artwork in this image; Paul had the Autonomy viewpoint and Anne had the Favoritism 
viewpoint. 
The Taiwanese children. Four interviewees, Yu, Qing, Chi and Cheng, did not 
consider the picture a successful artwork. Their reasons were: “color is too dark, it is too 
empty, too many tiny things which are unclear to see, the meaning transmitted is unclear 
and the arrangement of the room is strange.” They held viewpoints of the Favoritism, the 
Beauty and Realism, the Expressiveness, and the Style and Form. Overall, Beauty and 
Realism (eight times) was still the most popular. Five times of the Style and Form were 
classified, in which the interviewees mentioned about room arrangements, painting skills, 
colors and human figures. Three times the Expressiveness viewpoint was selected, three 
times the Favoritism viewpoint and two times the Devotion viewpoint were classified. Of 
all the interviewees, six were holding multiple viewpoints in explaining this question (Yi, 
Hui, Rong, Yun, Qing and Chi). Four interviewees, Han, Ze, Yu, and Qing, had 
individual consistencies in the viewpoints of this question and the last question. When 
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considering their preferences and judgments, they had the same viewpoints.  
 
Summary 
1. It was the image which the U.S children pointed out subjects (Category 1 and 
Category 2) the largest number of times. (One time in Image 1; two times in 
Image 2; five times in this and two times in Image 4.) The result may 
correspond with the understanding of this image, question 2 “what does the 
picture mean,” only four children got closer meanings. (Further discussion in 
Chapter 6)  
2. When asked “what do you see,” only one child (Taiwanese interviewee) was 
classified in category 6, who linked to a connotation beyond the visible 
images. She is the only one classified in category 6 in this study.  
3. Four out of the eleven U.S. children realized the meaning of the image while 
eleven out of fourteen Taiwanese did. Many the U.S children had a hard time 
understanding the meaning of the image. Four U.S. children answered they 
did not know the meaning of the image, when only one Taiwanese child did. 
4. Image 3 is the only image which had interviewees take the Autonomy 
viewpoint (Four U.S. children; one Taiwanese child) when asked children’s 
preference. 
5. Among four images, this image had the largest number of children (Total is 
seven) took the Style and Form viewpoint when considering their preference. 
(Two the U.S. and five Taiwanese) 
6. In all images, when asked reasons of judging artwork, Taiwanese children 
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always have the Style and Form viewpoint calculated more than the U.S. 
children. This image has the largest number of times of differences. (One the 
U.S. vs. Five Taiwanese; four times difference) 
7. When judging artwork, the Autonomy viewpoint only showed in this image 
and in the U.S. group. None of the Taiwanese interviewee took the Autonomy 
viewpoint when judging all the images in this study. 
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Image 4: Morning Riverside. 
 
Figure 4.4 Morning Riverside, 1970, by Mei-Su Li. 
Retrieved from: The Li Mei-Su memorial Gallery 
http://www.limeishu.org/works_01.asp?c_Photo=79 
 
“What do you see?” 
The U.S. Children. When the U.S. children talked about what the people were 
doing along the water, the word “fishing” was the most popular answer among them (six 
times). They also mentioned “getting a drink/water” twice; “picnic” teice; one time 
“picking stuff” once; “cleaning a stone” once and “cleaning hands” once. Eight 
interviewees described narratives when asked what they saw in the image two of whom 
associated the stories (Category 5): 
People are collecting food to eat. And because they did a lot of work, they got thirsty, 
now they are getting water to drink. (Alice-4-1) 
Those people are families who gather here. They are having picnics and fishing nearby 
the river. They are cleaning their hands because they just built castles. (Gary-4-1) 
 
The rest of the narratives were described (Category 4: described a context as a 
narrative form): 
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A lot of kids are going fishing. Most of them are wearing triangular shaped hats. They 
caught many fish so far. The river is big, which looks like it is in a forest. A cave is in 
the background. (Cliff-4-1) 
I saw a lot of people. They are nearby a river. [I don’t know exactly what they are doing] 
Maybe they are doing a picnic because of the baskets are here. There are also some 
people in the back. (Kathy-4-1) 
 
Five interviewees— Jason, Eva, Tad, Hank and Susan—described subjects’ 
actions and the content of the statements were fragmented (Category 3): 
I see [people] got some food from water. […]And, I see some food. (Hank-4-1) 
I see people getting water because they do not have much water. People are wearing 
hats. […] Grass. People are in the back. (Susan-4-1) 
 
Paul and Anne pointed out subjects in the image when explaining what they saw 
(Category 1): “People, hats, some water, bricks, some baskets” (Paul-4-1) and “People, 
hats, baskets, water, rocks, grass.” (Anne-4-1) I noticed that some U.S. interviewees felt 
confused in figuring out what the people were doing when they first looked at the image. 
However, they soon figured that it was something about a “picnic” because of the 
“baskets,” as Susan mentioned “picnic baskets” and Kathy mentioned “maybe they are 
having a picnic because of the baskets.”    
The Taiwanese children. When talking about what the people were doing along 
the water, the Taiwanese children’s answers were numerous. They mentioned “doing 
laundry” four times, “fishing” twice, “getting a drink” twice, “catching creatures and 
getting water” twice, “washing stuff” once, and “cleaning a river” once. Seven 
interviewees (Zhong, Ze, Rui, Tian, Yun, Hsuan and, Chi) described the people’s states 
instead of giving a focused narrative (Category 3). Instead of mentioning other subjects 
in the image, they mainly focused on describing people’s movements/states: 
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I see many people. There is a lake. People are washing something and picking up 
something from the river. (Ze-4-1) 
Many people are in the ocean. They are doing something. (Chi-4-1) 
Many people wearing leaf hats are catching fish. Some of them are not wearing hats. 
There are some people picking up bags on the ground. (Yun-4-1) 
The farmers are sitting on the ground. Some people are picking stuff up. Those people 
are catching creatures in the water. (Rui-4-1) 
People are getting drinks, and doing laundry. They are cleaning the water. (Zhong-4-1) 
 
Four interviewees, De, Han, Rong and Qing, narrated stories when describing 
what they saw in the image (Category 4: described a context as a narrative form): 
Many people are doing laundry near the riverside. It is a clear river. There are people 
doing laundry on the other side of the river. It looks like the river comes down this way 
because, you see, it comes from here and goes toward there. This direction is the head 
of the river. (Rong-4-1) 
There are many people nearby the riverside. They are the local residents who are 
catching creatures from the river. The baskets have something in them. They can have 
something to eat or drink when they get hungry or thirsty. (De-4-1) 
Many poor people got water from the river. They worried about polluting the 
river so they are cleaning it after using. (Han-4-1)  
 
The rest of the four interviewees, Yu, Yi, Hui and Cheng, pointed each single 
subject when asked what they saw in the image (Category 1), such as: “people, stone, 
grass” (Cheng-4-1) and “grass, sea, people, and baskets” (Hui-4-1). There were no 
Taiwanese children describing subjects with adjectives (Category 2), and there were no 
any Taiwanese children describing a context with self-opinion and/or association 
(Category 5) either.  
 
“What does the picture mean?”  
The U.S. children. None of the U.S. interviewees figured out what the people 
were doing nearby in river correctly; however, Anne, Alice, Susan and Nelson got close 
ideas: people along the riverside were “working on something”, such as getting water, 
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getting food and picking stuff. Overall, eight interviewees pointed out connotations 
behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have thought 
(Category 4). Some of their connotations were close to the implications of the painting 
while some of the connotations were not:  
Jason: The picture is showing that it’s good to work together. Because the more people 
you have the better it is a chance to have what you want. 
Paul: It is saying [that people] need more freedom in Taiwan [and] more food in 
Taiwan. 
Tad: When the painter saw this, he thought this [scene] is fun to draw. 
Neil: He wanted to remember this time, which people were thirsty. 
Cliff: He shows [that] he likes to go fishing a lot. And, he is happy when he catches a 
lot of fish with his friends [….]. 
Hank: The painting means that the more people do the work, the faster they can finish. 
Alice: Let people see how their life is—that’s so hard. 
Nelson: It tells us that it was hard to get water in the old days, and there was not a lot of 
water around. [….] 
 
Three children mentioned ideas which linked the appearance of the picture 
(Category 3): 
Anne: It means Chinese
15
 (the people in the picture) worked real hard. 
Amy: The picture is saying go to seashore to have fun or have a picnic there. 
Susan: It means in China
4
 there was not really much water, you need to go wild to get 
some water. 
 
Four interviewees, Gary, Eva, David and Kathy, regarded what they saw directly 
from the image as the meaning of the image (Category 2). For instance, David mentioned, 
“It means people are picking something”; Eva said, “It is saying people were fishing a 
long time ago” and Kathy thought “the picture tells us whatever people do in Taiwan.” 
                                                 
15
 Before asking questions, every interviewee was told that Image 4 was drawn by a famous Taiwanese 
artist, Li, when we just started the conversation. Some children might not know Taiwan or were not aware 
of the differences between “Taiwan/Taiwanese” and “China/Chinese.” Some of them used “Chinese” and 
“China” during the interviewing when they described the people and the place in the painting. Considering 
the main purpose of interviewing and it may be a sensitive issue to rectify the name of “Taiwan” and tell 
the differences between Taiwan and China, I did not mention about it. But I understood when they said 
“Chinese” and “China,” they meant to say the people in the image and the place where the people were at 
in the image. 
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The Taiwanese Children. Three interviewees could tell the exact meaning of the 
picture. Hsuan said, “The artist drew this picture because he saw his parents do the 
laundry along the riverside.” Hui mentioned, “It tells us that the old people are toilsome 
because they had to do laundry by themselves,” and Rong told me, “It was not so 
convenient back in time, the technology was not developed so well. So people could only 
get water in rivers and they did laundry there.” Besides, another child had a similar 
answer. Tian stated, “The picture is telling us that old Taiwanese were so painstaking that 
they had to get water this way (he did not mention the people did laundry in answering 
the question but he answered they ‘did laundry’ in the last question when asked ‘what did 
you see.’ Hence, I concluded that four Taiwanese interviewees correctly answered the 
meaning of the picture).” Thirteen interviewees were able to figure out connotation(s) 
behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have thought 
(Category 4). However, some of them viewed the image differently: 
Yu: It means to satisfy the people who are hungry. 
Han: It shows that we need to give alms to the poor and we can’t pollute our 
environment.  
Ze: It is a picture to teach us that we can’t waste resources and we need to pick up trash. 
 
Also, a couple of the children thought: 
Yun: The artist drew what he saw. 
Chi: The artist went to a place to experience the lives of local people. 
Qing: Because fishermen worked hard. It is better to record their effort by drawing this. 
 
Two interviewees presented what they saw directly from the image as the 
meaning of the image (Category 2): Yi mentioned “It shows what people are doing”  
(Yi-4-2). When he was asked what the people were doing in the image, he thought the 
people are praying. Another boy, De, thought the meaning of this picture was that “many 
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people were getting together, chatting and playing” (De-4-2), which he observed in the 
image. 
 
“How do you like it? Why?” 
The U.S. children. The same as in most pictures, Jason and Paul told me that 
they did not like Image 4. Jason explained that “there is nothing really exciting to me,” 
which I classified in the Favoritism viewpoint. Paul explained, “I don’t see the meaning 
of the picture; I can’t get the meaning.” I classified his response in the Expressiveness 
viewpoint. Gary, Eva, Neil, Kathy, Susan and Nelson, took the Beauty and Realism 
viewpoint in this question, since they all mentioned about “like real” and “realistic.” Four 
interviewees, Anne, Amy, Hank ,and Alice, were classified in the Expressiveness 
viewpoint, because they thought “It shows what people do in Taiwan so we would know” 
(Hank), “It made me feel that I am playing with my friend” (Amy), “It shows the feeling 
that people are working hard on something” (Alice) and “It tells us that Chinese people 
tried to feed the city” (Anne). Three interviewees had the Favoritism viewpoint: “It is one 
of my favorite countries. It also made me think of going fishing with my friends, and I 
like the cave in the background too” (Cliff), “Because I like to go fishing as they are 
doing” (Tad), and “I like that they are picking tadpoles” (David).   
The Taiwanese children. Three interviewees did not like the image. Tian 
mentioned, “The whole feeling of the picture is just not good to me; I feel the atmosphere 
of the painting is not dealt with very well” (Tian-4-3), which I classified his answer in the 
Style and Form viewpoint. Yu did not like the picture either and explained “I did not like 
the painting presented, such as the water, not beautiful, not real” (Yu-4-3). Han said, “I 
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didn’t like it because it does not look clean” (Han-4-3). The rest of twelve interviewees 
liked the image. Of the twelve, six took the Beauty and Realism viewpoint when 
considering the picture, such as “it is very detailed, see, how real the people’s clothes 
look!” (Yun), “The ocean was drawn very beautiful, pretty much like a real ocean” (Yi), 
“It is detailed, realistic and very beautiful” (De). Four children took the Expressiveness 
viewpoint. Cheng, Rui and Qing mentioned that the painting showed the people working 
hard, and Hui mentioned the artist successfully expressed what he wanted to say. Rong 
took the Style and Form viewpoint in answering this question as she explained: “It is a 
drawn mountain as the background is full; and, the people drawn in the background are 
not vague (because they are further in the background)” (Rong-4-3).  
 
“Is it a successful artwork? Why” 
The U.S. children. All interviewees considered the image to be successful. The 
most popularviewpoint taken was the Expressiveness (Paul, Tad, Amy, Hank, Alice and 
Susan). Their reasons were all about how the artist really showed “people getting 
together,” “people having fun,” and “what Taiwanese people did a long time ago.” 
Although the meaning they figured which the artist tried to convey was not completely 
correct, they cared about the depth of the feeling more than anything. Four interviewees, 
Eva, Neil, Cliff, and Nelson, considered the artist’s devotion to the artwork. Jason, David 
and Kathy held the Beauty and Realism viewpoint, and Gary and Anne held the 
Favoritism viewpoint. The interviewees who held the Favoritism viewpoint had reasons 
including, “I don’t know; I just feel it is good” (Gary) and “because he drawing 
something about fishing. [….]”(Anne). Nelson was the only one who took the Style and 
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Form viewpoint. He mentioned how the artist managed to make the colors look like a 
vivid picture and make the whole composition a full one. Nelson was also the only one 
interviewee who held multiple viewpoints when judging this image. Also, five 
interviewees—Amy, Paul, Alice, Kathy and Hank—had individual consistencies in the 
viewpoints of this question and the last question. Except for Kathy’s viewpoint being the 
Beauty and Realism, the rest of the children’s consistent viewpoint was Expressiveness.  
The Taiwanese children. All Taiwanese interviewees agreed to the success of 
the picture. The most popular (eight times) viewpoint taken was still the same—the 
Beauty and Realism. No interviewee judged the image by Favoritism in this image. The 
Expressiveness viewpoint was chose by Hui, Qing, Rui and Tian interviewees considered 
that the feeling of hard working on something was depicted well. For example, Qing said, 
“We can see how the people worked hard back in time through this picture, which makes 
the painting a very successful one.” Rui explained, “The picture shows the moment the 
people were working and it shows how hard the farmers worked.” and Tian mentioned, 
“It depicts the feeling the artist wants to convey and you can see lots of emotion in the 
picture.” Although the children did not comprehend the truth in the picture completely, 
they judged the picture by its expression and the artist’s consideration. The Style and 
Form viewpoint was classified three times since the interviewee talked about the artist’s 
skills of presenting a distant view and a near view. They also admired the color 
combination in the whole setting. Two children, De and Rong, mentioned the artist’s 
devotion. Rong and Hsuan mentioned that the waves of water must have been a hard 
technique to present, but the artist dealt with it very well. They both admired the artist’s 
effort and attitude of hard work. Rong also considered the details in graduation of colors, 
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people figures, and the distant view made the painting perfect, so the artist really was 
serious about making the painting. In addition, De and Rong were the only two 
interviewees who held multiple viewpoints when judging the image. Nine children had 
individual consistencies in the viewpoints of this question and the last question, which 
meant that nine children held the same viewpoints towards the preferences and the 
judgments (of a good artwork).  
 
Summary 
According to the analysis, I summarized Image 4: 
1. None of the U.S children mentioned laundry, which is the main point of the 
picture. The U.S children mentioned a picnic, which none of the Taiwanese 
mentioned. Although none of the U.S children got the exact meaning of the 
image, some of them figured that people were working on something along 
the riverside. 
2. Among all images, Image 4 was the one that had the most children selected 
the Beauty and Realism viewpoint (fourteen times) when asked their 
preferences. 
3. Different from the Image 2 and the Image 3, all of the children agreed this 
image was a good artwork, the same as Image 1. None of the children had 
neutral or held negative judgments to this image and Image 1. 
5. As previous three images, regarding judgment of being a good artwork, the 
most popular viewpoint among the Taiwanese interviewees was the Beauty 
and Realism while the U.S children took the Devotion the largest number of 
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times. For the U.S. children, an artist’s devotion to a work would be an 
important element to judge it is successful or not. 
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CHAPTER 5  
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Analyzing Data 
In Chapter 4, I utilized a qualitative method to read and classify the data into 
categories. In this chapter, I continued to use the analyzed categories to organize them 
into tables; and then, I analyzed the relationship of children’s image reading between the 
U.S. group and the Taiwanese group; I also analyzed and compared the distribution of the 
children’s image reading.  
I used the statistic software of SPSS to support the quantitative data analysis. 
First, I aimed to understand whether differences existed in the children’s image reading 
between the two cultural groups. The Mann Whitney U-test is a nonparametric test which 
was used to analyze the difference between the medians of two data sets instead of the 
means. My data group was not big; only fifteen people in each group. Hence, the Mann 
Whitney U test helped me to verify the two groups’ image reading to see if they had any 
significant differences instead of the t-test. Second, I used SPSS to support analyzing the 
distribution of the children’s image reading. The distributions helped me to further 
understand and discuss the frequencies and percentages between the two groups of 




“What Do You See?” 
In Chapter 4, I read and analyzed both groups of children’s answers in categories. 
I then organized the categories classified in each image in Table 5.1. 
 
Table 5.1  
Number of Times in “What Do You See” 


































































































































Note. The categories 1 to 6 are from the data analysis in Chapter 4. Category 1: described each 
single subject; Category 2: described subjects with adjectives and/or quantity adjective; Category 
3: described conditions/actions of subjects; Category 4: described a context as a narrative form. 
Category 5: described a context with self-experience/opinion /association. Category 6: expressed 
a connotation or link to a connotation beyond the (visible) images. 
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Do the two groups see differently?  
From the numbers in Table 5.1, I utilized the Mann Whitney U test to verify the 
differences of the two groups of children’s trends when looking at the four images. I 
wanted to know whether the two groups of children had different trends when expressing 
what they saw in the images. After inputting each group of children’s used trends towards 
each images, the SPSS software produced statistical information of output for a 
Mann-Whitney U test, including mean rank, sum of ranks, U value and so on. I 
considered the asymptotic significance (2-tailed) p-values showed in the test statistics 
tables were the most helpful information for the study to conclude results-- statistically 
significantly differences or not—in two groups of children’s answers. The results for 
every image are as follows:  
Image 1: The results indicated there was statistically significant relationship 
between the trends the children saw in Image 1 between the two groups. (= .05, 
p=.000< .05; there was a statistically significant difference between the two groups.) 
Image 2: there was statistically significant relationship (p = .011< .05, it showed 
significant difference between two groups.) 
Image 3: no statistically significant relationship (p = .865 > .05, the two groups 
did not have a significant difference.) 
Image 4: no statistically significant relationship (p = .104 > .05, the two groups 
did not have a significant difference.) 
From the results, I concluded that there were statistically significant 
relationships between the trends the two groups of children saw in Image 1 and Image 2. 
However, for Image 3 and Image 4, there were not significant differences between the 
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two groups when expressing what they saw. The results showed the U.S. and the 
Taiwanese children saw images differently in the Image 1 and Image 2, which were the 
paintings from the U.S. artists. When seeing the Image 3 and the Image 4, the Chinese 
painting and the painting from a Taiwanese artist, both groups of children did not have 
any significantly different trends to express what they saw in the images.  
 
Distribution of “What Do You See” 
Taking categories from the modes of children answering what they saw (Table 
5.1), I used SPSS to do a cross-tabulation analysis. I organized each image in a 
cross-tabulation. Please refer to Appendix A; Table 8.1 to 8.4 show the cross-tabulation 
analysis for Image 1 to Image 4. The appearing frequencies of each categories, 
percentage within people who chose sub-categories, percentage within single groups, and 
percentage of totals were calculated in order to reveal the degree and extent of the 
differences among variables. 
Image 1. From the Mann Whitney U test, I found out that the two groups of 
children had a significant difference in expressing what they saw in this image. 
Furthermore, according to Table 8.1 in Appendix A, it showed that 46.7% of the U.S. 
children described conditions/actions of subjects (Category 3) when they expressed what 
they saw in Image 1. For Taiwanese children, 33.3 % described single subject (Category 
1) and 33.3 % described conditions/actions of subjects (Category 3), which both were the 
most Taiwanese children used. Yet, interestingly, 33.3 % of Taiwanese children described 
single subject (Category 1) was the largest number while it was 0 % in the U.S. group. 
Although the two groups of children expressed what they saw in Image 1 was 
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significantly different; overall, 40% (the largest number) of the children described 
conditions/actions of subjects in the picture.  
Image 2. In this image, from the Mann Whitney U test, it showed that the two 
groups of children had a significant difference in expressing what they saw. Moreover, 
Table 8.2 in Appendix A indicated that the U.S. group’s largest number (40%) was shown 
in Category 5: described contexts with self-experienced/opinions and/or associations; in 
contrast, there was only one Taiwanese child in this category, the smallest number (14.3 
%) in the Taiwanese group. The two groups had different trends to express what they saw 
in Image 2. Also, from Table 8.2, it showed both groups of children described 
conditions/actions of subjects in the image the most (36.7 %), which is the same result as 
the result of Image 1. 
Image 3. It did not show that the two groups of children had significant 
differences in expressing what they saw for this image from the Mann Whitney U test. 
Table 8.3 in Appendix A indicated that both groups of children used the trends of 
Category 3 and Category 1 the most (26.7%). However, for the U.S. group, the Category 
1 dramatically jumped out to be the second largest (13.3%) number within the group 
which was used the least in the other images; it increased 13.3 %, 10% and 13.3 % 
comparing to Image 1, 2 and 3. For the Taiwanese group, Category 3 and Category 2 
were still the largest and second largest numbers. Only one child was classified in 
Category 6 in this research; a Taiwanese participant. Overall, all children described 
conditions/actions of subjects (Category 3) and described each single subject (Category1) 
the most (26.7%).  
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Image 4. The result of the Mann Whitney U test did not show that the two 
groups of children had significant differences in expressing what they saw for this image. 
According to Table 8.4, the U.S groups were classified in Category 4 the largest number 
of times (40% with the group). The Taiwanese group was classified in Category 3 the 
largest number of times (41.7% within the group). Overall, all children described 
conditions/actions of subjects in the picture the most (40%), which is the same as the 
result of Image 1 and Image 2.   
In short, from the distributions of Image1 to Image 4, I found that the trends 
which the U.S. children used to express was Category 3 the largest number of times 
(31.6% within the group) and Category 4 was the second (30% within the group); the 
Taiwanese children were in Category 3 the largest number of times (40% within the 
group) and Category 1 the second (26% within the group). Both groups of children took 
Category 3, described conditions/actions of subjects, the most number of times when 
expressed what they saw in the images. Described each single subject (Category1) was 
the most used trend in Image 3 but the least used trend in the other images; the U.S group 
had a dramatic change in Image 3 using the Category 1.  
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“What does the picture mean?” 
In Chapter 4, I read and analyzed the children’s answers, and also briefly sorted 
out the children’s answers into two classifications: Close to the original meanings of the 
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Note. The numbers counted from Chapter 4. 
 
From Table 5.2, I found: First, the most difficult picture for children to figure the 
meaning was Image 4; only 13% of children had close answers. The children figured the 
meaning of Image 4 closely were all Taiwanese. Second, the U.S. children read the 
meanings of the U.S paintings (Image 1 and Image 2) more closely while the Taiwanese 
painting did better in Image 3 and Image 4 (a Chinese painting and a Taiwanese painting.) 
Third, the frequencies and closeness percentages of the two groups were: The U.S. group 
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eighteen times, 30% with the group; the Taiwanese group, twenty-six times, 43% within 
the group. In other words, from the numbers analyzed, the Taiwanese children interpreted 
better (13% difference) in close meanings than the U.S. children.  
From the results and numbers, I used the Mann Whitney U test to understand if 
there were differences in the trends used when the two groups of children interpreted the 
images in the next section. 
 
Did the two groups interpret differently?  
Except for analyzing the closeness of the children’s interpretation, I considered 
that understanding the trends used when interpreted images between the two groups was 
important too. I organized Table 5.3 from the data analysis in Chapter 4 to follow the 
numbers of times in both children’s interpretation categories. And then, I further analyzed 




Table 5.3  

























































































































Note. The categories 1 to 5 are from the data analysis in Chapter 4. Category 1: non-reflection; 
Category 2: the interviewees presented an observation where a viewer enters the image. 
Category3: mentioned an idea which linked the appearance of the picture. Category 4: pointed out 
connotation(s) behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have 
thought. Category 5: began to be critical, express self-opinion/association. 
 
In the same way, the Mann Whitney U test was used to compare differences 
between the two groups. I aimed to understand: when interpreting the four images, 
regardless the correctness (closeness), did the two groups have different trends? The 
results for every image are as follows: 
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Image 1: The results indicated there was not any statistically significant 
relationship between the two groups in the trends of the children interpreted Image 1. 
(= .05, p= .340 > .05, there was no significant difference between the two groups.) 
Image 2: no statistically significant difference (p= .520 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 3: no statistically significant difference (p= .083 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 4: no statistically significant difference (p= .076 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
From the results, there were not any statistically significant differences between 
the trends children interpreted Image 1, 2, 3 and 4. Although the results showed 
non-significant between the trends the two groups used in all images, comparing to Image 
1 and Image 2, I found that the p values in Image 3 and Image 4 were more relatively 
close to  value, .05. I then concluded that the U.S. and the Taiwanese children did not 
interpret significantly different regarding the trends they used. However, from the values 
and numbers, it showed that Image 1 and Image 2 (the U.S. paintings) were relatively 
more non-significant than Image 3 and 4. In other words, the two groups did not use 
significantly different trends when interpreting all images; however, by comparison, 
when children interpreted the Chinese painting (Image 3) and the painting by a Taiwanese 
artist (Image 4) the trends the children used were more comparatively dissimilar than the 
trends used in the U.S. paintings (Image 1 and Image 2). 
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Distribution of “What Does the Picture Mean”  
In the same way, I used SPSS to do cross-tabulation analysis. I organized each 
image in a cross-tabulation to see how frequencies and percentages were distributed. 
Please refer to Appendix A; Table 8.5 to 8.8 for Image 1 to Image 4. 
Image 1. According to Table 8.5 in Appendix, I found that most, 46.7% of, the 
U.S. children pointed out connotation(s) behind the appearance of the picture or 
considered what the creator might have thought (Category 4) in this image. However, 
46.7 % of the Taiwanese children were classified in Category 3 and 46.7 % were in 
Category 4, which were the largest numbers of times. 6.7% of the all children began to be 
critical or expressed self-opinions or associations (Category 5), which were all the U.S. 
children; none of the Taiwanese children. Overall, the children pointed out connotation(s) 
behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have thought 
(Category 4) when they interpreted Image 1 the largest number of times.  
Image 2. In this image, Table 8.6 showed that both group’s largest numbers of 
times (40%) was in Category 4: pointed out connotation(s) behind the appearance of the 
picture or considered what the creator might have thought. In this image, both groups of 
children had a very similar distribution.  
Image 3. From Table 8.7, I found that both the U.S. children and the Taiwanese 
children, had the same scores as the other images, had the largest numbers of times of 
trends used in Category 4: pointed out connotation(s) behind the appearance of the 
picture or considered what the creator might have thought. Noticeably, in this image, the 
U.S. children had 20% higher than Taiwanese children in non-reflection response 
(Category 1), where the U.S. group had low percentages in Image 1 and Image 2. 16.7% 
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of the participants engaged in Category 1 (non-reflection), and of 13.3% were the U.S. 
children. This result showed that the U.S. children had more difficulties to figure a 
meaning for Image 3 by showing no responses than the Taiwanese children did. 
Corresponding to the previous result (the results of closeness in the painting meanings), it 
was not a surprising finding because we already found that the U.S. children had lower 
closeness when interpreting meanings than the Taiwanese participants.   
Image 4. The largest number of times children interpreted this image was 
Category4: pointed out connotation(s) behind the appearance of the picture or considered 
what the creator might have thought; 70% of the children were classified in the category. 
The second largest number of times was Category 2, presented an observation where a 
viewer enters the image; 20% of the children were in the category. Both groups of 
children did not take Category 1, 5 and 6 when interpreted this Image. 
In short, from the results above, I found when the children were asked the 
question “what does the picture mean,” totally, 59% of them pointed out a connotation(s) 
behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the creator might have thought. 
The smallest number of times was in Category 5, began to be critical or expressed 





“How do you like it? Why?” 
After I analyzed the data in Chapter 4, I sorted out the children’s answers in 
three classifications: Like, Neutral and Dislike. Table 5.4 shows the details of the 
numbers of times in both groups of children’s preferences. 
 
Table 5.4  
Number of Times in Preference 





































































































Note. The numbers counted from Chapter 4. 
 
From Table 5.4, I found that both groups of children were highly consistent in 
the preference of the images. The highest, 93.3%, positive preference was Image 1; the 
rest of images shared the same, 83.8 %, positive preferences. Also, among all images, 
Image 4 was calculated the most disliked one, followed by Image 2. Interestingly, I 
associated this result with the result of “what does the picture mean;” Image 4 was the 
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one, among all images, which got children confused the most, and Image 2 was the 
second confusing one to them. Thus, I concluded that children’s preference corresponded 
to their understanding of the images in this study. If the children comprehend more 
information in an image, they would like it more; by contrast, when they could not figure 
a meaning in a painting, it is challenging for them to like it. Children’s preference is 
related to their subjective understanding. 
 
Did the two groups have different preferences?  
Although from Table 5.4 we can see both groups of children have very similar 
results in positive preference, I aimed to analyze the data in a scientifically numeric way. 
In the same manner, the Mann Whitney U test was used to compare differences. I would 
like to understand: did the two groups of children have different preferences? The results 
for every image are as follows:  
Image 1: The result indicated the two groups had no statistically significant 
relationship between children’s preference in Image 1. (= .05, p= .962 > .05, there was 
not any significant difference between the two groups.) 
Image 2: no statistically significant difference (p= .677 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 3: no statistically significant difference (p= .133 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 4: no statistically significant difference (p= .630 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
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From the results, there was not any significant statistical relationship between 
the children’s preferences in all images. Also, from the numbers, Image 3 had a relatively 
lower p value among the images. That is to say, among all images, Image 3 was the one 
that had relatively lower non-significant difference. To sum up, the U.S. children and the 
Taiwanese children did not have significantly different preferences in the four images in 
this study.    
 
Did the two groups have different preference viewpoints?  
After realizing the results of the children’s preferences, I aimed to further 
understand the details of their preference viewpoints. From Chapter 4 analyzed results, 
the children mainly adopted five categories of viewpoints when expressed the reasons of 
their preferences. I also adopted the categories analyzed in Chapter 4 to understand the 
children’s viewpoints regarding preference in this section. Table 5.5 below shows the 
number of times in children’s preference viewpoints. 
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Table 5.5  
Number of Times in Preference Viewpoint 
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Note. The categories 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 are from the data analysis in Chapter 4. 
 
In the same way, the Mann Whitney U test was used to compare differences of 
the two groups’ preference viewpoints. I aimed to understand the relationship between the 
two group’s preference viewpoints: Did the two groups of children have significant 
differences in preference viewpoints when considering the four images? The results for 
every image are as follows: 
Image 1: The results indicated there was no statistically significant relationship 
between the two groups in the children’s preference viewpoints. (= .05, p= .621 > .05, 
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there was no significant difference between the two groups.) 
Image 2: no statistically significant difference (p= .950 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 3: no statistically significant difference (p= .643 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 4: no statistically significant difference (p= .256 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
The results showed there were not any statistically significant differences 
between the viewpoints children took when considering their preferences. The p values 
showed solid non-significant differences between the two groups in all images. 
 
Distribution of Preference Viewpoints 
Image 1. From Table 8.9 in Appendix A, the largest number of times the U.S. 
children’s preference viewpoint was the Expressiveness; 46.7% for the U.S. children. 
However, the Taiwanese children were more evenly located in the Favoritism (33.3%), 
the Beauty and Realism (20%), the Expressiveness (26.7%), and the Style and Form (20%) 
viewpoints. One thing I noticed was there were not any U.S. children in the Style and 
Form viewpoint while 20% of Taiwanese children had this view. Overall, the children 
took Expressiveness the most times when considered their preferences. The Favoritism 
was the second largest number of times. 
Image 2. From Table 8.10, the U.S. children took the Beauty and Realism (40%) 
and the Expressiveness (40%) the largest numbers of times. Still, same as Image 1, none 
of the U.S. children took the Style and Form viewpoint while 6.7% of the Taiwanese 
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children did. In this image, over half of the Taiwanese children (53.3%) took the Beauty 
and Realism viewpoint. Overall, all the children took the Beauty and Realism viewpoint 
(46.7%) the largest number of times and the Expressiveness (30%) was the second 
largest. 
Image 3. This image was the only picture where children took the Autonomy 
viewpoints; they were all the U.S. children (16.7% of total). Table 8.11 showed the 
viewpoints the children took nearly scattered in each viewpoint: the Favoritism (30%), 
the Beauty and Realism (20%), the Expressiveness (16.7%), the Style and Form (23.3%) 
and the Autonomy (16.7%) viewpoints. The largest number of times the U.S. children 
took was the Favoritism (40% within the group) while the Taiwanese group took the 
Expressiveness (33.3%) and the Style and Form (33.3%) the largest numbers of times. 
Overall, the children took the Favoritism the largest numbers of times; the Style and 
Form was the second largest one. 
Image 4. In this image, both groups of children had similar results; they took the 
Beauty and Realism the largest numbers of times (within the groups, U.S: 40%; 
Taiwanese: 53.3%) and the Style and Form (within the groups, U.S: 33.3%; Taiwanese: 
26.7%) was the second. Also, same as Image 1 and Image 2, the U.S group did not have 
any distribution on the Style and Form in this image. 
To sum up, regarding children’s preference viewpoints in the four images, both 
groups of children took the Beauty and Realism the largest number of times. It means, 
when children considered their preferences, the viewpoint of the Beauty and Realism 
played a crucially important role to influence their decisions. The children considered the 
paintings they like or not based on whether the paintings are beautiful and/or real. The 
109 
U.S. children took the Style and Form viewpoint the smallest number of time in this study; 
they did not consider the forms and styles as much as the Taiwanese participants. The 
Taiwanese children took the Autonomy viewpoint the smallest number of times; it was 







“Is it a successful artwork? Why” 
After analyzing the data in Chapter 4, I sorted out the participants’ answers in 
two classifications: successful and unsuccessful. I organized the numbers of times of both 
groups of children’s judgments in every image in Table 5.6.  
 
Table 5.6  
Number of times in Judgment 

















































































Note. The numbers counted from Chapter 4. 
 
From Table 5.6, I found that both groups had high agreement on the success of 
the images. Among all images, all children judged Image 1 and Image 4 being successful. 
However, both 16.7% of the children did not think that Image 2 and Image 3 were 
successful. Among the unsuccessful judgments, of 80% were judged by the Taiwanese 
children. In other words, the Taiwanese children had a higher population in giving 
unsuccessful judgments than the U.S. children did.  
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Did the two groups have different judgments?  
Since the two groups’ answers were all the same for Image1 and Image 4; they 
both agreed on the success of Image 1 and Image 4. Apparently, for the judgments of 
Image 1 and Image 4, the two groups did not have any differences. I did the Mann 
Whitney U test to compare differences of the two groups’ judgments for Image 2 and 
Image 3. I aimed to understand the relationship between the two group’s judgments: Did 
the two groups of children have significant differences in judgments when considering 
Image 2 and Image 3? The results for each of them are as follows: 
Image 2: The results indicated there was no statistically significant relationship 
between the two groups in the children’s judgments. (= .05, p= .148 > .05, there was not 
any significant difference between the two groups.) 
Image 3: no statistical significant difference between the two groups in the 
children’s judgments (= .05, p= .148 > .05, there was not any significant difference 
between the two groups.) 
The results showed there were not any significant statistical differences between 
the children’s judgments in Images 1, 2, 3 and 4; I then concluded the U.S. and the 
Taiwanese children did not have significantly different judgments in this study.  
 
Did the two groups have different judgment viewpoints? 
After analyzing the children’s judgments and the viewpoints, I further analyzed 
the details of their taken viewpoints to see if there were differences between the two 
groups’ viewpoints when judging the images. I sorted out the viewpoints the children 
used from Chapter 4, and organized them into Table 5.7.  
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Table 5.7  
Number of Times in Judgment Viewpoint 
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Note. The numbers counted from Chapter 4. 
 
In the last section, I concluded that the two groups of children did not have 
significantly different judgments. In this section, I aimed to understand if there were any 
differences between the two groups’ viewpoints when the children judging the images. 
The Mann Whitney U test was used to compare differences between the two groups. I 
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wanted to understand: did the two groups of children have different viewpoints when 
judging the images? The results for every image are as follows:  
Image 1: The result indicated the two groups had no statistically significant 
relationship between children’s judgment viewpoints in Image 1. (= .05, p= .124 > .05, 
there was not any significant difference between the two groups.) 
Image 2: no statistically significant difference (p= .181 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 3: no statistically significant difference (p= .480 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
Image 4: no statistically significant difference (p= .896 > .05, the two groups did 
not have a significant difference.) 
From the results, there were not any significant statistical differences between 
the children’s judgment viewpoints in all images. Also, from the numbers, Image 1 and 
Image 2 had relatively lower p values compared to Image 3 and Image 4. That is to say, 
although the two groups showed no statistically significant differences in all images, 
Image 1 and Image 2 had relatively lower non-significant difference among the images. 
To sum up, the U.S. children and the Taiwanese children did not have significantly 
different viewpoints in judging the images for the four images in this study. 
 
Distribution of Judgment Viewpoints 
Image 1. From Table 8.13 in the Appendix, both groups of children took the 
Beauty and Realism viewpoint the largest number of times; within the groups: 40% of the 
U.S. and 86.7% of the Taiwanese. The number of times children using the Beauty and 
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Realism viewpoint, the Taiwanese group is over twice as many as the U.S. group. The 
second largest number of times the U.S. children’s judgment viewpoint was the Devotion, 
26.7% within the group; however, it was noteworthy that only one Taiwanese child (6.7% 
within the group) took it. 13.3 % of the U.S children took the Expressiveness viewpoint 
while none of the Taiwanese took it. The Taiwanese all focused on the Beauty and 
Realism viewpoint. Overall, in this image, the children took the Beauty and Realism 
viewpoint the largest number of times and the Favoritism the second largest number of 
times. Compared to the analysis of preference viewpoints, the children did not have a 
consistency between the preference viewpoint and judgment viewpoint in this image. 
(The Expressiveness viewpoint was taken the most in the preference viewpoint.) 
Image 2. From Table 8.14, in this image, the Devotion with 40% is the largest 
number of times of viewpoint the U.S. group took; the second largest number of times 
was the Beauty and Realism, 26.7% within the group. For the Taiwanese group, the 
Beauty and Realism viewpoint was still the largest number of times (80%); the second 
largest number of times was the Expressiveness (46.7%). One thing I noticed in this 
image was that, same as Image 1, 20% of difference in the children taking the Devotion 
viewpoint; the U.S was 20% of total while no Taiwanese took it. In short, in this image, 
the Beauty and Realism viewpoint was the largest number times taken and the 
Expressiveness was the second. Furthermore, compared to the analysis of preference 
viewpoints, the results showed completely the same (the Beauty and Realism viewpoint 
was taken the most and the Expressiveness was the second). 
Image 3. Table 8.15 showed the U.S. children’s viewpoints were evenly scatted 
on the Favoritism, the Beauty and Realism and the Devotion viewpoints (within the group, 
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26.7% for each.) However, the Taiwanese’s result was still same as the previous images: 
the Beauty and Realism viewpoint was the largest number of times (53.3%). Over half of 
the Taiwanese children took the Beauty and Realism viewpoint. Also, there was not any 
Taiwanese children took the Autonomy viewpoint while 20% of the U.S. children did. The 
second largest number of times of the Taiwanese group’s viewpoint was the Style and 
Form (33.3%). However, there was only 6.7% of the U.S. children took it. In short, in 
this image, the Beauty and Realism viewpoint was still the largest number times taken 
and the Favoritism was the second. 
Image 4. Table 8.16 showed that the largest number of times in the U.S. group 
was the Expressiveness (33.3%); the second largest was the Devotion viewpoint (26.7%). 
The Taiwanese group still had the same result as previous images: the Beauty and 
Realism viewpoint was the largest number of times (53.3%); the Expressiveness (33.3%) 
was the second largest. Overall, same result as Image 2, in this image, the Beauty and 
Realism viewpoint was the largest number times taken and the Expressiveness was the 
second.  
Overall, regarding the viewpoints of judgment, from the Table 8.13 to Table 8.16, 
I found that the U.S. children did not highly centralize on a viewpoint when judging the 
success of artworks while the Taiwanese group centered on the Beauty and Realism 
viewpoint. From Image 1 to Image 4, the Taiwanese had high consistency in the 
viewpoint of the Beauty and Realism. The smallest number of times in the Taiwanese 
group was in the Autonomy viewpoint; zero times analyzed. The smallest number of 
times calculated in the U.S. group was the Style and Form and the Autonomy viewpoints; 
three times taken for each viewpoint. Furthermore, the Devotion viewpoint (the largest 
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number of times taken by the U.S group) was very important to the U.S. children when 
they judged the images. It was prior to the viewpoint of the Beauty and Realism and the 
rest of viewpoints to judge the images. 
Compared to the results of preference viewpoints and judgment viewpoints, the 
two results showed the same: when the children considered their preferences and judged 
the images, the Beauty and Realism viewpoint was taken the largest number of times and 
the Autonomy viewpoint was taken the smallest number of times.  
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CHAPTER 6  
COMPARISIONS AND DISSCUSSION  
The U.S. Group vs. the Taiwanese Group 
This study involved both qualitative and quantitative methods. Other than the 
data analysis from both methods, I provided my researcher’s insight into the discussion to 
make conclusions for this study. 
When preparing the study, I encountered difficulties in recruiting the U.S. 
participants. It took me much longer than I expected to recruit the U.S. children. After 
contacting a few elementary schools, I did not get as many parents to consent as I 
originally expected. Although I have explained that there will not be risks in joining the 
research and my study has been approved by IRB, I still did not get enough parents’ 
consent letters returned. Fortunately, I had a couple friends who helped me in recruiting 
more children from their interpersonal relationships. On the other hand, recruiting 
participants in Taiwan was much simpler; I had all consents from the elementary schools, 
teachers, children and parents after the first time I contacted them and made my requests. 
What surprised me was when I recruited enough Taiwanese students, and did not have 
time to stay longer to conduct more interviews, many children and parents contacted me 
and expressed disappointment about not having a chance to participate. They thought that 
the chance of having their children work with an art educator/researcher would help 
broaden their children’s experiences, and it would be a pleasure to get involved in a study. 
I considered the two groups had different points of view regarding accepting invitations 
of interviews. The two groups of parents had different standpoints regarding children 
getting involved in research, especially when they were not familiar with the researcher.  
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However, in the process of interviewing, I encountered more challenges in 
interviewing the Taiwanese children. Compared to the U.S. interviewees, my Taiwanese 
interviewees were relatively quiet and shy. When conversing with the U.S. children, I was 
made to feel welcome to ask questions, and most of the U.S. interviewees were excited to 
answer questions. Sometimes, they figured what I was going to ask for the next question, 
and then answered accordingly. Every interview with the U.S. participants went well. It 
also was easier to start conversations with the U.S. interviewees. I briefly introduced 
myself and the purpose of conducting interviews, I then explained how they could help 
and that they had the right to suspend the interview if necessary. All the children seemed 
to be comfortable when joining in the conversations and gave me enough information and 
confidence for conducting the study.  
By comparison, when the Taiwanese children were invited to enter the interview 
room, they looked at me as if they were frightened. They looked timid, and were 
suspicious of my every action. I then understood that it was necessary to make the 
children comfortable in conversation before they would answer my questions. I 
introduced myself, explained my purpose, showed appreciation for their participation, 
tried to chat with them and confirmed their consent to participant. Most of interviews 
went fine. Instead of conversing, I had to lead the interview and guide them to talk. 
However, I had to eliminate a couple of interviewees because I did not feel they were 
comfortable to have conversations with me. I was a person the children just met, so some 
of them were very shy and quiet. I understood that having consents from them did not 
mean that I had the right to push them to talk or answer my questions. I also understood 
that if an interviewee was not feeling comfortable to converse with me, I could not get 
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valid data from him/her as well. Hence, I interviewed more than twenty Taiwanese 
interviewees until the fifth datum was completely collected.  
Regarding the process of conversations between the two groups, I felt that the 
U.S. children were relatively conversational, open-minded and confident while the 
Taiwanese children responded concisely, needed more time to think over each question 
and were concerned about their answers. It normally took 30-40 minutes to finish an 
interview with a U.S. child, while it took approximately 25 minutes with a Taiwanese 
child. Comparing the transcriptions of the two groups, I had a total of thirty pages with 
the U.S. interviewees while only twenty-two pages with the Taiwanese children. In 
addition, in terms of the atmosphere of the interviewing, I felt the conversations with the 
U.S. children were more relaxing; although, I was nervous to carefully listen and make 
notes because English is not my first language. When interviewing the Taiwanese 
children, I was relatively relaxed, being able to handle the whole situation, but I could 
feel that the atmosphere was tense. I felt that the children were “answering questions” 
instead of having conversations with me. I also felt that the Taiwanese children were 
concerned about their answers being good because they took a long time to look at the 
images or looked at the images twice again each time when I asked a question. After they 
answered, they looked at me or stared at the images. They seemed to want to confirm 
their answers from me or double check their answers by looking at the images again. 
Moreover, when conducting interviews and analyzing the data, I figured a problem: Were 
my questions of “How do you like it” and “Is it a successful artwork” appropriate to the 
Taiwanese students or not? Many of my Taiwanese participants answered that the images 
were good and successful but had difficulties to explain reasons. I might, more or less, 
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overlook the cultural differences and my researcher role which might cause the children 
to be unfree to express their ideas when the questions related to their personal opinions. 
However, it was a revealing finding of cultural difference between the two groups.  
 
Image Reading of the Two Groups 
I considered that to do research is to answer research questions which a 
researcher wants to know, so the researcher sets up a procedure to solve the research 
questions. Hence, in this section, I answered the research questions in Chapter 1as 
follows: 
Research Question 1--What did the two groups of children read from the 
visual images? I explained “what did the children read” in two aspects. First is what the 
children saw; second is what the meanings they expressed were: 
Six trends to express “What do you see.” The answers regarding what they saw 
could be sorted out into six trends. The children expressed what they saw in six ways: (a) 
The first trend: the children saw each single subject and pointed it out; (b)the second 
mode: they described subjects with adjectives and/or quantity adjectives; (c) third, the 
children described conditions/actions of subjects, which is the trend both groups of 
children had the largest number of times when explaining what they saw; (d) fourth, the 
children described a context as a narrative form; (e) fifth, the children described what 
they saw as a context with self-experience/opinion and/or association; and finally, (f) 
sixth, the children expressed a connotation or linked to a connotation beyond the visible 
images. All of the children’s responses about the four images could be categorized in the 
above trends. After the quantitative analysis, I found that the two groups had statistically 
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significant difference in the trends they expressed when looking at Images 1 and 2; the 
two paintings were from the U.S. artists. When seeing the Images 3 and the Image 4, the 
Chinese painting and the painting from a Taiwanese artist, both groups of children did not 
have any significantly different trends.  
From the distribution of the six trends, I found that, first, the Taiwanese children 
described single subjects more than the U.S. children, while the U.S. children were more 
able to describe contexts with self-experiences/opinions and/or associations than the 
Taiwanese children. I did not consider the six trends that I analyzed from the data as 
developmental stages. In my point of view, describing single subject was the primary 
way to look at an image and the children did not express any of their voices. The U.S. 
children describing a context with self-experience/opinion and/or association was 
generally opposite in how the Taiwanese children describing single subject. I considered 
this is one of the differences between the two cultures of the children.  
Second, I also found that describing conditions/actions of subjects was the trend 
used the greatest number of times by the children to express what they saw; and, there 
was only one child’s answer in Category 6. The child16 linked this to a connotation 
which was beyond the visible images. This result reminded me, as an art educator, to 
develop children’s higher level of thinking—to explore the meaning behind visible 
elements— when guiding them to look at images.  
Third, I found that the U.S. children had thirty-one times more narrative forms to 
express what they saw while the Taiwanese children had analyzed narrative forms only 
eight times. The U.S. participants were more like “story tellers,” when I asked them 
                                                 
16
  The Taiwanese girl answered: “I see the artist’s childhood, playing with another kid.”(Hsuan-3-1) 
when she was asked the question of “what do you see.” 
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questions. I considered “story telling” as a form of presentation. As a previous and future 
Taiwanese educator, regardless of the cultural elements, I wonder if Taiwanese educators 
develop children’s ability of telling stories or helping children to express themselves? 
Each culture has its own values. As a Taiwanese, I treasured my original cultures and 
expected more possibilities which people can be open-minded to express and accept 
diverse voices. A child telling a story or expressing themselves needs a good observation, 
organization, expression and imagination. From the quantitative analysis, qualitative 
analysis and my own observations of the interviews, the U.S. children performed better 
than did the Taiwanese children in expression. In addition, the research finding of, when 
the U.S. group looked at Image 3 (the Chinese painting which many children did not 
know the meaning), Categories 1 and 2 (described each single subject without/with 
adjectives) jumped to be noticeably larger numbers of times comparing other images. 
From the analysis results of the painting meanings and trends distribution, I found out 
that the trends that children used to explain what they saw more or less were related to 
their comprehensions of an image. When they got enough information to comprehend an 
idea of the image, they explained what they saw in expressing themselves and narrative 
instead of just pointing out subjects.  
Interpreted the meanings and the five trends of interpretation. When the 
children interpreted the meanings of the images, the closeness (correctness) percentages 
of two groups were 30% (the U.S.) and 43% (Taiwanese). Generally, from the percentage 
numbers, I concluded that the Taiwanese children had better performances in reading the 
images’ meanings. From the details of quantitative analysis, the U.S. children 
comprehended the meanings better in the U.S. paintings (Image 1 and Image 3), while the 
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Taiwanese children did better in Image 3 and Image 4 (the Chinese painting and the 
Taiwanese painting). When interpreted the meanings of images, I found that the children 
had five different trends: First, non-reflection (Category 1); second, the interviewees 
presented what they saw directly from the image (Category 2); third, the interviewees 
mentioned an idea which linked the appearance of the picture (Category 3); forth, the 
children pointed out connotation(s) behind the appearance of the picture or considered 
what the creator might have felt/thought (Category 4); and fifth, they began to be critical 
or expressed self-opinion/association (Category 5). The results showed there were not 
any statistically significant differences in the trends used between the two groups. 
However, the qualitative analysis and the distribution of quantitative analysis showed 
more details for further discussion: First, the trends the children used the most was 
pointed out connotation(s) behind the appearance of the picture or considered what the 
creator might have felt/thought (Category 4). This result made me understand the way 
how children interpreted images and how they get access to look at images.   
Second, as I just discussed, when looking at Image 3, the U.S. children had 60% 
more non-reflection than did the Taiwanese children, while both groups had the same 
percentage of non-reflection in Image 1 and Image 2. The U.S. children either answered 
that they do not know or were hesitant to estimate a meaning of it. While looking at 
Image 3 (the Chinese painting), the U.S. children’s attitudes were more conservative and 
reserved than seeing other images. When asked “what does the picture mean” in Image 3, 
a total of 16.7% of the children had no answer, and 13.3% were the U.S. children. 
Furthermore, among the entire trends the children took, the smallest number of times was 
begin to be critical, expressed self-opinion/association (Category 5); only a total of 3.3 % 
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of children took the way, and 2.5 % were the U.S. children. From these results, I 
considered that the U.S. children could try to explore multicultural art world to approach 
numerous kinds or artworks, and the Taiwanese children could enhance their association, 
critical thinking and narrative ability in reading images. 
 
Research Question 2-- What were the two groups of children’s preferences 
and judgments when reading the visual images? I divided the question into two 
sections to answer: the children’s preferences and the children’s judgments.  
The children’s preferences. When asked what the children preferred, the 
majority of the children liked the images; there were no statistically significant 
differences between two groups’ preferences. However, in the study, I classified the 
children’s preferences were same as Parsons’ (1987) theory: Favoritism, Beauty and 
Realism, Expressiveness, Style and Form and Autonomy viewpoints. The viewpoint which 
both groups of participants considered most often was Beauty and Realism. In other 
words, the more the pictures show beauty and/or realism the more the children liked them. 
This finding from my study was similar to Parsons’ theory which mentioned that children 
aged 8 to 12 are in the aesthetic judgment of beauty and realism. In addition, among all 
images, children liked Image 4 the least, followed by Image 2. I then associated the 
results with the results of Image 4 being the one, among all images, which confused the 
children the most, with Image 2 being the second most confusing. I concluded that, 
except for beauty and realism, children’s preference may more or less correspond with 
their understanding of an image. I also found that Image 3 was the only picture which had 
children choose the Autonomy viewpoints. In this case, four of them were the U.S. 
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children and one was a Taiwanese child. According to Parsons’ theory, autonomy is the 
highest level and the most difficult level to reach in the aesthetic stages. I did not consider 
talking about cognitative development or to compare the aesthetic judgment ability 
between the two groups in my research, but I agreed on Parsons’ theory of Autonomy 
viewpoint being the highest level, which only a few of my interviewees reached.  
Besides, from the results, the U.S. children selected Style and Form viewpoint 
the least number of times, while the Taiwanese children chose this viewpoint  twelve 
times(the third greatest number of times). When explaining their preferences, the U.S. 
children rarely analyzed the forms, style, composition, colors, structure, design, etc. as 
the Taiwanese group did. The U.S. children paid more attention to express their favorites 
(Favoritism) and what the feeling the images brought to them (Expressiveness).The 
Taiwanese children paid more attention to analyze the style, form, composition, colors 
and structure of the paintings when explaining the reasons of their preferences (Style and 
Form). This result might be interpreted as one of the cultural differences between the two 
groups as well, if cognitative, aesthesis or other developments were not considered to be 
included.     
The children’s judgments. The majority of participants agreed on the images’ 
successes. The quantitative analysis, showed that the U.S. and the Taiwanese did not have 
significantly different judgments. Among the unsuccessful judgments, 80% were judged 
by the Taiwanese children. I classified the children’s judgments into six perspectives: 
Favoritism, Beauty and Realism, Expressiveness, Style and Form, Autonomy, and 
Devotion viewpoints. The six perspectives were basically adapted from Parsons’(1987) 
five stages of aesthetic judgment theory, and I added one more perspective: Devotion. The 
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qualitative analysis and the distributions of quantitative analysis showed that Taiwanese 
children focused on the Beauty and Realism viewpoint the most number of times. The 
U.S. children did not focus on a viewpoint but evenly scattered their viewpoints on 
Devotion, Beauty and Realism, Favoritism, and Expressiveness. Devotion was chosen the 
most number of times. The U.S. children stressed a lot on an artist’s “devotion” to judge 
the artwork; however, the Taiwanese children did not pay too much attention to this 
viewpoint. For the U.S. children, the key point of a good work was how much effort was 
being putting into it. The smallest number of times calculated in the Taiwanese group was 
zero times of the Autonomy viewpoint. The smallest number of times analyzed in the U.S. 
group was the Style and Form and Autonomy viewpoints. Still, when judging artwork, the 
U.S. children did not talk much about the form, composition, colors, structure, design, 
room, etc., which is the third largest number of times for the Taiwanese children. 
Furthermore, regarding taking multiple viewpoints when judging artwork, the Taiwanese 
children did this more often than the U.S. children. Besides, I looked into details and 
compared the viewpoints the children took between preferences and judgment. In fact, 
28.3% of the U.S. children and 35% of the Taiwanese had the same viewpoints in 
preferences and judgments. In other words, 28.3% of the U.S. children and 35% of the 
Taiwanese considered the reasons for their preferences and the reasons of successful 
artwork to be the same. Hence, from the results above, I suggested that when judging 
images, the U.S. groups could pay more attention to look at styles, forms and media in 
details. Also, the U.S. group could try to explore different levels of judgment at the same 
time instead of only taking one single judgment when judging artwork. As for 
suggestions to the Taiwanese children, they may start to approach different cultures, 
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values, societies and histories, and also begin to explore more aspects of an artwork, 
instead of only focusing on its beauty, realism, style, and form. Finally, for both groups of 
children, it is important to be exposed to a diverse art world to understand that art has 
many possibilities and many ways to be explored. Art educators may guide children 
looking at images in different perspectives and multilayer viewpoints.  
 
Research Question 3--What are the differences and similarities between the 
two groups in visual image reading? In this study, I did both qualitative and 
quantitative analysis, regarding the statistical analysis. The two cultural groups showed 
differences in the trends used when expressing what they saw in Image 1 and Image 2. 
The two paintings were from U.S. artists. Other than that, the two groups did not have 
any significant differences regarding what they saw, interpreted, preferred and judged. 
Overall, I considered the reason that the two groups’ image reading did not show 
significantly statistical differences may be due to my small sample size. However, from 
the qualitative analysis and distribution in quantitative analysis to look into details and 
explore more levels of their answers, the viewpoints or considerations which two groups 
looked at the images were not all similar. Thus, I may conclude that the differences of 
national and cultural communities did not significantly influence children’s image 
reading but may be in relation to the considerations or viewpoints when the children 
made decisions; such as, in both groups, the majority of children thought the images were 
successful artwork. But two groups of children did not take the same viewpoints to judge. 
The U.S. groups took Devotion viewpoints, while the Taiwanese children had Beauty and 
Realism considerations.  
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In addition, when analyzing children’s preferences and judgments, the 
Taiwanese children held multiple viewpoints more than the U.S. children (nine the 
Taiwanese children vs. five the U.S. children). For the Taiwanese children, the same 
question to the same image, they might have diverse viewpoints to look at it to decide 
their preferences and judgments. I considered this was one of the cultural differences 
between two groups as well. 
 
Research Question 4--Does any local/cultural element/notion exist in the two 
populations’ visual image reading? If yes, what are they? Yes, throughout the study I 
did find cultural elements existed in the two groups of children and their image reading. 
For examples, when children looked at the barrels in Image 2, the U.S. children 
mentioned beer, soda, and food while the Taiwanese children considered those were 
water barrels and oil drums. I considered that was because of different environments and 
life styles which made children have different understandings. Image 3, the Chinese 
painting, I had the U.S. interviewees consider that it was a Christmas scene. The U.S 
children associated the baskets in Image 4 with picnic and food while Taiwanese children 
recognized that baskets were just regular containers for working people. Also, some of 
the U.S. interviewees connected water with having fun while the Taiwanese children 
realized that people along the river must be working on something, like catching food 
from the water, cleaning water, or doing laundry. I realized that children’s interpretations 
and understandings were partially influenced by native cultures and environments.  
Second, the two groups had different styles of giving comments. When asked 
about overall evaluations of the images, the U.S. groups usually made comments of “a 
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good job.” And when asked for further details or suggestions, most of the U.S. children 
would praise “he just did very well” and “he did his best.” On the other hand, the 
Taiwanese children usually gave comments of “beautiful.” And when asked for further 
details, I found that it was easier for the Taiwanese children to give suggestions towards 
the images instead of pointing out what was done perfectly. For example, “I think it is 
beautiful, but if he could have drawn two more people over here, it would be perfect” 
(Rui-3-4). The two groups of children had different styles of giving comments. Having 
lived in the U.S. and Taiwan, my personal experience found that the U.S. people were 
broad-minded to accept, praise, and encourage while Taiwanese were relatively strict to 
check shortcomings regarding giving comments.  
Third, the two groups had different breakthrough points when reading their 
meanings of the images. For the Taiwanese children, the images were just like 
admonitions or parables to convey some moralities, such as brotherliness, thrifty 
management, hard-working attitude, etc. However, for the U.S. children, the images 
transmitted warmth, togetherness and hedonism. This result interested me. I regarded that 
this result may correspond with the differences of educations and cultural values between 
both countries. Morality has been a subject and educational direction through the whole 
Taiwanese education. Morality and morality education play important roles in Taiwanese 
children’s reading material, learning subjects, and textbooks which go through children’s 
everyday lives. Hence, when Taiwanese children talked about a story or interpreting an 
image, they may consider that it was admonitions or parables as they are familiar in their 
books and everyday lives. 
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Qualitative Analysis vs. Quantitative Analysis 
In this study, both qualitative analysis and quantitative analysis were employed. 
Both methods provided different perspectives and were complements to each other. There 
were no contradictory results in the research findings. The qualitative data helped me 
look into details of the children’s image reading, while quantitative data gave me 
macroscopic concepts of the results. For example, the quantitative statistics revealed that 
both groups of children had a consistency in agreement of preference. However, I could 
only explore the reasons and details of why the children liked the images from the 
qualitative analysis. Also, in the section of qualitative analysis, I literally read the 
descriptions and categorized them into categories. It helped me go to a deeper level, 
realize the children’s image reading and understand each individual’s thoughts.  
After reading and classifying data from the qualitative method, the quantitative 
analysis further helped me to sort out data based on showing numbers, a better and easier 
way to do comparisons, and then interpreted the differences and distributions between the 
two groups. The quantitative data generated as the extension of my qualitative data. For 
example, when asked the meaning of Image 3, I categorized children’s answers in each 
classification, and then I calculated the distribution and percentage to analyze, such as: 
26.7% of the U.S. children had non-reflection while 6.7% of Taiwanese children had 
non-reflection. Hence, regarding the responses of non-reflection, I know that each group 
had a 20% difference in reading the meaning of Image 3.  
To sum it up, in this study, the two sets of findings supported each other to 
conclude the results and made the study complete in different points of views. From the 
qualitative analysis to I had classifications sorted out, and from the classifications I 
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generated quantitative numbers. From the numbers, I then compared and answered my 
research questions. The two sets of data stood for each other, making my study a 
comprehensive research in exploring children’s image reading between the two countries.  
 
Triangulation 
In this paragraph, I discussed my study results by comparing some important 
research findings. To contrast my research findings to the theories reviewed was another 
important process of my research:  
In Chapter 1, I reviewed Nagasawa’s (2010) study. The researcher investigated 
18 Japanese children and 19 children from the U.S., ages 6 to 8, on what they understand 
and how they develop meaningful experiences in painting. She found that both groups of 
children started their interpretations of the paintings by telling stories, and the different 
patterns of responses observed across the two groups. For example, Japanese children 
used a more indirect and silent response; were more interested in details and appearances, 
racial identity, social status, and living condition; and expressed more empathy and 
feelings toward human figures in painting. American children paid more attention to 
people in action, were interested in format and size, and had clear statements of their 
responses. In my study, however, the mode of telling a story was not the greatest number 
of times analyzed for the both groups; instead, the children expressed by starting to 
describe conditions/actions of subjects. Although, the second largest number of times 
which my U.S. participants expressed was describing contexts as narrative forms, my 
Taiwanese interviewees were to describe each single subject. Also, for the Taiwanese 
children saw the images were just like admonitions or parables to convey some moralities, 
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whereas the U.S. children saw the images as ones to transmit warmth, togetherness and 
hedonism. 
I found out that Parsons’ (1987) theory of aesthetic judgment fit my 
interviewees’ viewpoints when analyzing the data; I then followed the theory to sort out 
the data. Parsons’ theory attempted to accomplish aesthetic development by Kohlberg’s 
moral development and Piaget’s cognitive development. Parsons’ theory explained 
aesthetic experience as progressive stages, which showed an individual’s aesthetic 
developmental level. However, in my research, I found that both children’s preferences 
and judgments, when children were asked, were not in one single stage but showed 
multiple stages and cross stages. That is why I did not use the word of “stage” but 
“viewpoint” in my study when analyzing the data. I did not consider that the aesthetic 
judgment was like a developmental stage in my research; instead, “viewpoint(s)” 
was/were taken when a child looks at an artwork. Also, when asked about judgment of 
good artwork, the U.S. children placed stress on an artist’s effort, which I named the 
“Devotion” viewpoint. This was not mentioned in Parsons’ theory. Parsons analyzed 
children’s answers in subject-matter, expression, medium, form, style, and judgment. His 
categories did not completely fit my analyzing since my U.S. participants mentioned 
“devotion” from other elements more than anything, which is the reason I created a 
category of the Devotion viewpoint. 
In Chapter 2, Gardner’s stages of aesthetic perception mentioned that children 
age 7 to 9 are in the height of literalism: Children are getting out of being self-centered 
and begin to recognize the structure of rule-governed orientation.They consider the 
standard of beauty to be realistic. My research findings showed similar results. When 
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asked about preferences and judgments, both questions and both groups expressed the 
reasons of the Beauty and Realism viewpoint most often. 
Gardner (1989) addressed the differences in education between the U.S and 
China. He stressed the observation of five phenomena while traveling in mainland China: 
(a) Life should be shown as a performance with carefully delineated roles, (b) Art should 
be beautiful and about good behavior, (c) Control is necessary and must emanate from the 
top, (d) Continuous careful shaping lead to good education, and (e) Basic skills are 
fundamental to everything and success. I would like to review his theory with my 
research results as the last section before giving research implications. As I discussed 
previously, compared to the U.S children, the Taiwanese paid more attention to an artist’s 
skill, style, design, color, form, etc. The Taiwanese participants considered that those 
were important elements of good artwork. The distribution of U.S. children’s judgments 
did not focus on a single viewpoint but averagely showed in the Devotion, the Beauty and 
Realism, the Favoritism, and the Expressiveness viewpoints. An interesting result here is 
that the U.S. children stressed the importance of Devotion; however, the Taiwanese 
children thought that putting effort, time, energy, etc. were certainly necessary for doing a 
work for an artist, and working hard is the basic thing which an artist was supposed to do. 
Also, when asked, “Is there any particular thing you think the artist can improve upon?” I 
found that the U.S. children were good at giving positive responses or encouragements, 
such as “he did a good job,” “he worked so hard,” “it’s detailed and perfect,” “nothing 
left to be done.” On the other hand, to the Taiwanese children, it is easier to give specific 
suggestions instead of pointing out the artists’ achievements, such as, “the background is 
too dark,” “why didn’t he draw two more people over there,” “the water is not done 
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enough,” etc. Overall, when looking in to details of my study results, the two groups of 
children were not at all similar. 
 
Limitations 
This study was implemented as a parallel comparison of children’s image 
reading from two cultural groups. The two groups of children were presumed to be equal 
in all significant aspects (i.e., developmental, intellectual, and psychological) except for 
national and cultural communities to which they belonged. I tried my best to select 
participants from different areas in the state of Arizona, as well as Taiwan. However, I 
understood that the participants I chose in the State of Arizona could not represent all U.S. 
children ages 8 to 10. I did not consider the regional discrepancy and ethnic diversity in 
this study. Especially in size, these are small samplers of the populations. Furthermore, 
the number of males and females was not equal in each group. I did not consider the 
gender differences between the two groups either. The samples were very limited in the 
study. I adopted interviewing as my main method to collect data. Due to the difficulty of 
obtaining parents’ consent forms, only fifteen of the U.S. children joined the study. Much 
more data collected and analyzed from different sites would be needed before research 
generalized outcomes could be applied to larger populations from similar or different 
cultural settings (Wang, 2012).  
The way I recruited my participants might have influenced the research results 
as well. Seven of the participants were familiar with me, since I taught them Mandarin 
for nearly two years. The seven children and I had very good student-teacher 
relationships and the interviews went smoothly. When interviewing, the seven children 
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and I had good conversations and interactions just as we did at the school. However, I 
was unable to recruit enough participants who were familiar with me before the 
interviews. I met the rest of the participants the first time and then conducted interviews 
five minutes after introductions. Especially for the Taiwanese interviewees, the children 
and I did not know each other before the interviews started. The way I recruited the 
participants might influence the validity of data since the children might be afraid or 
hesitate to express their minds. 
Furthermore, I was introduced as a “teacher,” “art educator,” and/or “researcher” 
to interview children for completing a project which needed the help of children. To the 
children, I might be a representative of “authority” in art, images, paintings, etc. which 
might affect the children from freely speaking their minds. In particular, my interview 
questions attempted to understand their preferences and judgments. They might express 
some answers, which they thought I would like to hear. Especially for the Taiwanese 
children’s cultural and educational background, my role might lead them to response 
answers, which they thought they were expected to provide. For example, some 
Taiwanese children told me they liked the images, however; when asked their reasons as 
to why, they often hesitated to give reasons yet were able to offer some suggestions to the 
artists.  
The images provided for children to read were all directly retrieved from three 
museum websites. My study had several limitations when only guiding children to look at 
images online from a laptop, especially when children raised questions about the size, 
texture, small details, strokes of artwork, etc. It is not easy for children ages 8 to 10 to 
figure out size, texture, strokes etc. when explaining details of a painting to them without 
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a real one in front of them. I considered it would be a limitation for the children to read 
the images. 
Finally, as a researcher who grew up in Taiwan but was educated in Taiwan and 
the U.S., my position of being a researcher of a cross-cultural study in the two cultures 
may have biased my results to color the elements of data to which I attended and the 
interpretations I have made of them. For example, I interpreted that the Taiwanese 
children stared at the images after answering my questions, as they were concerned that 
their answers needed to be perfect. However, for researchers in other cultures, the 
Taiwanese children staring at the images while in a conversation may be interpreted as 
them being afraid of making eye contact.  
 
Implications and Future Research 
Analysis of data collected in this study yielded insights about children’s image 
reading. These may inform pedagogical practices in art education and recommendations 
for research in art education.  
First, the curriculum of art appreciation is important as art creation. A child’s 
aesthetic perception is developed when s/he is rich in both appreciation and creation 
experiences. When having conversations with my interviewees, I understood that almost 
every child had experiences creating art, whereas only a few of them had experiences 
talking about art. During interviews, the children usually needed help from me to look at 
the images carefully, thinking twice, and responding to questions. They were not familiar 
with the situation when an image appeared to them, how to look at it, why they should 
look at it and what to think about it. They did not understand that carefully appreciating 
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an art work is as valuable as creating a piece of art work. They doubted what they were 
doing with me as being essential to approach art and—reading the images carefully. Only 
one Taiwanese child mentioned that she has ever seen a similar painting (the same series 
of Image 4) from a book , but she did talk a little about what she knew. Although my 
interviews were with young children, ages 8 to 10 years old, I regard that there were 
many ways to deliver art appreciation.  
Second, when introducing an artwork, art educators could guide children to 
“look into” it. During analysis, both groups of children took the modes of describing 
conditions/actions of subjects when explaining what they saw in the images. To look at an 
artwork carefully is a way to gain access into the world of an artwork. An educator may 
guide children to look at an artwork in detail or in other ways: What is the artist painting? 
What are they doing? Why are they doing that? What does that mean? What did the artist 
want to say? What did it express or say to you? How do I feel about it? Why did I feel 
that? What do other people think about it? These may be guided questions to help 
children look at art in deeper levels. The children in my study often explained “what they 
are doing.” Also, the majority of the children were not able to connect the presentation as 
a narrative. It may be beneficial to assist children to make a complete presentation and 
open connected/relevant context starting from a good observation by a guiding question. 
In the study, many Taiwanese children could only explain “what details are in the 
painting?” by pointing out single subjects in the images. Since a child’s expression 
somehow is correlated with his/her cognitive development, art educators may try to 
expand upon children’s multiple layers of image reading from guiding them to look into 
art, think carefully, and then express freely. Observation is the first step to develop a rich 
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aesthetically pleasing experience. Art educators can guide children to do an observation 
in an artwork and thus make the observation a meaningful aesthetic experience. 
Third, art educators could help children explore multicultural artworlds. Both 
groups of children read better on the meanings of the paintings that are closer to their 
cultures. Art is the reflection of everyday life and everyday life constitutes a culture of a 
group. From the results, the U.S. children had 26% closeness to the Chinese painting and 
0% closeness to the meaning of the Taiwanese painting. This, showed that the U.S. 
children lacked chances to be introduced to multicultural art. The U.S. children were not 
familiar with the style of Chinese art form and were also confused by the presentation of 
Taiwanese painting. Other than art style and form, the children could be guided to explore 
culture, value, history, lifestyle, etc. via stories or pictures. Also, although the Taiwanese 
children could better understand the meaning of the Chinese painting, the children were 
not familiar with ancient Chinese painting and questioned why the Chinese painting had 
the dark color, blank background, and light contrast. The Taiwanese art curriculum was 
similar to Western art principles, styles, and materials. However, art is a colorful and 
diverse world. From the results of the children’s image reading, art educators could put 
more effort on multiculturalism.  
Fourth, educators can help develop children’s perspectives and critical eyes in 
judging art. In my study, only some of the children took multiple viewpoints to judge 
artwork. I did not mean to say that the more the perspectives a child can take the better 
his/her aesthetic development would be. I considered that different artwork—from 
different countries, different eras, and different backgrounds—should be explored in 
different perspectives. During interviews, only a couple of the U.S. children selected the 
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Autonomy viewpoint. Autonomy stage, according to Parsons (1987), is the highest stage 
which an individual is able to autonomously respond to without being limited to tradition, 
and still have the ability to build his/her own criteria. It may seem too difficult for aged 8 
to 10, but I considered it would be the destination for developing an individual’s aesthetic 
experience.  
For future research, I am interested in the following strands: First, the image 
reading between the two groups (the U.S. and Taiwanese) in different ages, such as: 
teenagers and adult. Since this study distinguished features of both groups when reading 
images, future studies may explore differences between the two groups especially for 
older people more in depth to see if there are differences that I did not find in this study. 
Also, I might pick up other topics of images for the elder participants to read, such as 
abstract painting. Second, with this study I looked at the two groups from very different 
cultural backgrounds, so future studies may be expanded to many parts of the world. The 
Taiwanese education system has been following the trend of the U.S. and the art 
education in Taiwan was influenced by Discipline Based Art Education (DBAE), an 
educational program formulated by the J. Paul Getty Trust in the early 1980s more or less. 
The two countries might have similarities regarding art education. It may be interesting to 
compare Taiwanese’s image reading to other countries to see those differences. Third, I 
might do a study that not only involves people’s image reading but also expand it to other 
fields, such as drawing, art curriculum, art educators’ pedagogy, and educational systems. 
It would be worthwhile to understand how other details in art education are different or 
similar from my research results.  
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Table 8.1  







A T Total 
Image1 Category_1 
Count 0 5 5 
% within Category 1 .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 33.3%  
% of Total .0% 16.7% 16.7% 
Category _2 
Count 1 2 3 
% within Category 2 33.3% 66.7%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 3.3% 6.7% 10.0% 
Category _3 
Count 7 5 12 
% within Category 3 58.3% 41.7%  
% within Student A or T 46.7% 33.3%  
% of Total 23.3% 16.7% 40.0% 
Category _4 
Count 4 2 6 
% within Category 4 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 13.3% 6.7% 20.0% 
Category _5 
Count 3 1 4 
% within Category 5 75.0% 25.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 6.7%  
% of Total 10.0% 3.3% 13.3% 
 a Total 
Count 15 15 30 





Table 8.2  
“What Do You See” Cross-tabulation in Image 2  
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image2 Category_1 Count 1 3 4 
% within Category 1 25.0% 75.0%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 20.0%  
% of Total 3.3% 10.0% 13.3% 
Category _2 Count 1 3 4 
% within Category 2 25.0% 75.0%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 20.0%  
% of Total 3.3% 10.0% 13.3% 
Category_3 Count 4 7 11 
% within Category 3 36.4% 63.6%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 46.7%  
% of Total 13.3% 23.3% 36.7% 
Category _4 Count 3 1 4 
% within Category 4 75.0% 25.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 6.7%  
% of Total 10.0% 3.3% 13.3% 
Category _5 Count 6 1 7 
% within Category 5 85.7% 14.3%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 6.7%  
% of Total 20.0% 3.3% 23.3% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 





Table 8.3  
“What Do You See” Cross-tabulation in Image 3  
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image3 Category_1 Count 4 4 8 
% within Category 1 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 26.7%  
% of Total 13.3% 13.3% 26.7% 
Category _2 Count 1 2 3 
% within Category 2 33.3% 66.7%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 3.3% 6.7% 10.0% 
Category _3 Count 3 5 8 
% within Category 3 37.5% 62.5%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 33.3%  
% of Total 10.0% 16.7% 26.7% 
Category _4 Count 5 2 7 
% within Category 4 71.4% 28.6%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 13.3%  
% of Total 16.7% 6.7% 23.3% 
Category _5 Count 2 1 3 
% within Category 5 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% 6.7%  
% of Total 6.7% 3.3% 10.0% 
Category _6 Count 0 1 1 
% within Category 6 .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 6.7%  
% of Total .0% 3.3% 3.3% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 




Table 8.4  
“What Do You See” Cross-tabulation in Image 4 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image4 Category_1 Count 2 4 6 
% within Category 1 33.3% 66.7%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% 26.7%  
% of Total 6.7% 13.3% 20.0% 
Category _3 Count 5 7 12 
% within Category 3 41.7% 58.3%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 46.7%  
% of Total 16.7% 23.3% 40.0% 
Category _4 Count 6 4 10 
% within Category 4 60.0% 40.0%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 26.7%  
% of Total 20.0% 13.3% 33.3% 
Category _5 Count 2 0 2 
% within Category 5 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% .0%  
% of Total 6.7% .0% 6.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 





Table 8.5  
“What Does the Picture Mean” Cross-tabulation in Image 1  
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image1 Category_2 Count 1 1 2 
% within Category 2 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 3.3% 3.3% 6.7% 
Category_3 Count 5 7 12 
% within Category 3 41.7% 58.3%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 46.7%  
% of Total 16.7% 23.3% 40.0% 
Category_4 Count 7 7 14 
% within Category 4 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 46.7% 46.7%  
% of Total 23.3% 23.3% 46.7% 
Category_5 Count 2 0 2 
% within Category 5 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% .0%  
% of Total 6.7% .0% 6.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 




“What Does the Picture Mean” Cross-tabulation in Image 2 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image2 Category_1 Count 1 1 2 
% within Category 1 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 3.3% 3.3% 6.7% 
Category _2 Count 2 1 3 
% within Category 2 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% 6.7%  
% of Total 6.7% 3.3% 10.0% 
Category_3 Count 2 1 3 
% within Category 3 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% 6.7%  
% of Total 6.7% 3.3% 10.0% 
Category_4 Count 9 11 20 
% within Category 4 45.0% 55.0%  
% within Student A or T 60.0% 73.3%  
% of Total 30.0% 36.7% 66.7% 
Category_5 Count 1 1 2 
% within Category 5 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 3.3% 3.3% 6.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 




“What Does the Picture Mean” Cross-tabulation in Image 3 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image3 Category_1 Count 4 1 5 
% within Category 1 80.0% 20.0%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 13.3% 3.3% 16.7% 
Category_2 Count 5 3 8 
% within Category 2 62.5% 37.5%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 20.0%  
% of Total 16.7% 10.0% 26.7% 
Category_3 Count 0 1 1 
% within Category 3 .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 6.7%  
% of Total .0% 3.3% 3.3% 
Category_4 Count 6 10 16 
% within Category 4 37.5% 62.5%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 66.7%  
% of Total 20.0% 33.3% 53.3% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 




“What Does the Picture Mean” Cross-tabulation in Image 4  
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image4 Category_2 Count 4 2 6 
% within Category 2 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 13.3% 6.7% 20.0% 
Category_3 Count 3 0 3 
% within Category 3 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% .0%  
% of Total 10.0% .0% 10.0% 
Category_4 Count 8 13 21 
% within Category 4 38.1% 61.9%  
% within Student A or T 53.3% 86.7%  
% of Total 26.7% 43.3% 70.0% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 





“How Do You Like It” Cross-tabulation in Image 1 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image1a Favoritism Count 5 5 10 
% within Favoritism 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 33.3%  
% of Total 16.7% 16.7% 33.3% 
Beauty and realism Count 5 3 8 
% within Beauty and realism 62.5% 37.5%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 20.0%  
% of Total 16.7% 10.0% 26.7% 
Expressiveness  Count 7 4 11 
% within Expressiveness 63.6% 36.4%  
% within Student A or T 46.7% 26.7%  
% of Total 23.3% 13.3% 36.7% 
Style and form  Count 0 3 3 
% within Style and form .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 20.0%  
% of Total .0% 10.0% 10.0% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 







“How Do You Like It” Cross-tabulation in Image 2 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image2 Favoritism Count 3 3 6 
% within Favoritism 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 20.0%  
% of Total 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 
Beauty and realism Count 6 8 14 
% within Beauty and realism 42.9% 57.1%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 53.3%  
% of Total 20.0% 26.7% 46.7% 
Expressiveness  Count 6 3 9 
% within Expressiveness 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 20.0%  
% of Total 20.0% 10.0% 30.0% 
Style and form  Count 0 2 2 
% within Style and form .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 13.3%  
% of Total .0% 6.7% 6.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 






“How Do You Like It” Cross-tabulation in Image 3 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image3 Favoritism Count 6 3 9 
% within Favoritism 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 20.0%  
% of Total 20.0% 10.0% 30.0% 
Beauty and realism Count 3 3 6 
% within Beauty and realism 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 20.0%  
% of Total 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 
Expressiveness  Count 0 5 5 
% within Expressiveness .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 33.3%  
% of Total .0% 16.7% 16.7% 
Style and form  Count 2 5 7 
% within Style and form 28.6% 71.4%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% 33.3%  
% of Total 6.7% 16.7% 23.3% 
Autonomy Count 4 1 5 
% within Autonomy 80.0% 20.0%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 13.3% 3.3% 16.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 







“How Do You Like It” Cross-tabulation in Image 4 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image4 Favoritism Count 4 1 5 
% within Favoritism 80.0% 20.0%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 13.3% 3.3% 16.7% 
Beauty and realism Count 6 8 14 
% within Beauty and realism 42.9% 57.1%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 53.3%  
% of Total 20.0% 26.7% 46.7% 
Expressiveness  Count 5 4 9 
% within Expressiveness 55.6% 44.4%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 26.7%  
% of Total 16.7% 13.3% 30.0% 
Style and form  Count 0 2 2 
% within Style and form .0% 100.0%  
% within Student A or T .0% 13.3%  
% of Total .0% 6.7% 6.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 





“Is it successful” Cross-tabulation in Image 1 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image1 Favoritism Count 3 4 7 
% within Favoritism 42.9% 57.1%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 26.7%  
% of Total 10.0% 13.3% 23.3% 
Beauty and realism Count 6 13 19 
% within Beauty and realism 31.6% 68.4%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% 86.7%  
% of Total 20.0% 43.3% 63.3% 
Expressiveness  Count 2 0 2 
% within Expressiveness 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 13.3% .0%  
% of Total 6.7% .0% 6.7% 
Devotion Count 4 1 5 
% within Devotion 80.0% 20.0%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 6.7%  
% of Total 13.3% 3.3% 16.7% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 







“Is it successful” Cross-tabulation in Image 2 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image2 Favoritism Count 3 1 4 
% within Favoritism 75.0% 25.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 6.7%  
% of Total 10.0% 3.3% 13.3% 
Beauty and realism Count 4 12 16 
% within Beauty and realism 25.0% 75.0%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 80.0%  
% of Total 13.3% 40.0% 53.3% 
Expressiveness  Count 3 7 10 
% within Expressiveness 30.0% 70.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 46.7%  
% of Total 10.0% 23.3% 33.3% 
Style and form  Count 1 2 3 
% within Style and form 33.3% 66.7%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 3.3% 6.7% 10.0% 
Devotion Count 6 0 6 
% within Devotion 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 40.0% .0%  
% of Total 20.0% .0% 20.0% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 





“Is it successful” Cross-tabulation in Image 3 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image3 Favoritism Count 4 3 7 
% within Favoritism 57.1% 42.9%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 20.0%  
% of Total 13.3% 10.0% 23.3% 
Beauty and realism Count 4 8 12 
% within Beauty and realism 33.3% 66.7%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 53.3%  
% of Total 13.3% 26.7% 40.0% 
Expressiveness  Count 3 3 6 
% within C 50.0% 50.0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 20.0%  
% of Total 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 
Style and form  Count 1 5 6 
% within Style and form 16.7% 83.3%  
% within Student A or T  6.7% 33.3%  
% of Total 3.3% 16.7% 20.0% 
Autonomy Count 3 0 3 
% within Autonomy 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% .0%  
% of Total 10.0% .0% 10.0% 
Devotion Count 4 2 6 
% within Devotion 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 13.3% 6.7% 20.0% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 




“Is it successful” Cross-tabulation in Image 4 
 
   Student  
   A T Total 
Image4 Favoritism Count 3 0 3 
% within Favoritism 100.0% .0%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% .0%  
% of Total 10.0% .0% 10.0% 
Beauty and realism Count 3 8 11 
% within Beauty and realism 27.3% 72.7%  
% within Student A or T 20.0% 53.3%  
% of Total 10.0% 26.7% 36.7% 
Expressiveness  Count 5 4 9 
% within Expressiveness 55.6% 44.4%  
% within Student A or T 33.3% 26.7%  
% of Total 16.7% 13.3% 30.0% 
Style and form  Count 1 3 4 
% within Style and form 25.0% 75.0%  
% within Student A or T 6.7% 20.0%  
% of Total 3.3% 10.0% 13.3% 
Devotion Count 4 2 6 
% within Devotion 66.7% 33.3%  
% within Student A or T 26.7% 13.3%  
% of Total 13.3% 6.7% 20.0% 
 a Total Count 15 15 30 
% of Total 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
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